Why Do Negative Employment Outcomes for Workers with Disabilities Persist?: Investigating the Effects of Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination by Maculaitis, Martine
City University of New York (CUNY) 
CUNY Academic Works 
All Dissertations, Theses, and Capstone 
Projects Dissertations, Theses, and Capstone Projects 
2-2017 
Why Do Negative Employment Outcomes for Workers with 
Disabilities Persist?: Investigating the Effects of Human Capital, 
Social Capital, and Discrimination 
Martine Maculaitis 
The Graduate Center, City University of New York 
How does access to this work benefit you? Let us know! 
More information about this work at: https://academicworks.cuny.edu/gc_etds/1839 
Discover additional works at: https://academicworks.cuny.edu 
This work is made publicly available by the City University of New York (CUNY). 
Contact: AcademicWorks@cuny.edu 









WHY DO NEGATIVE EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES FOR WORKERS WITH 
DISABILITIES PERSIST?: INVESTIGATING THE EFFECTS OF HUMAN CAPITAL, 
SOCIAL CAPITAL, AND DISCRIMINATION   
By 

















A dissertation submitted to the Graduate Faculty in Psychology in partial fulfillment of the 
requirements for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy,  

























MARTINE C. MACULAITIS 
All Rights Reserved 
 
 
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  iii 
 
This manuscript has been read and accepted for the Graduate Faculty in Industrial and 
Organizational Psychology in satisfaction of the dissertation requirement for the degree of 
Doctor of Philosophy. 
 
 
      Karen S. Lyness, PhD 
       
 
September 9, 2016     
Date      Chair of Examining Committee 
 
 
      Richard Bodnar, PhD 
 
 
September 9, 2016 
Date      Executive Officer 
 
   
   Erin Eatough, PhD 
 
   Joel Lefkowitz, PhD 
 
   Charles Scherbaum, PhD 
 
   Kristin Sommer, PhD 
   Supervisory Committee 
 




                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  iv 
 
WHY DO NEGATIVE EMPLOYMENT OUTCOMES FOR WORKERS WITH 
DISABILITIES PERSIST?: INVESTIGATING THE EFFECTS OF HUMAN CAPITAL, 
SOCIAL CAPITAL, AND DISCRIMINATION 
by 
Martine C. Maculaitis 
 Advisor: Dr. Karen S. Lyness 
 The unfavorable employment outcomes of workers with disabilities (WD) have been 
well-documented.  Yet, much less is known about whythese poor outcomes persist.  Hence, the 
purpose of the current study was to: (1) combine and extend human capital, social capital, and 
multiple jeopardy advantage theories to develop a comprehensive model of the processes 
explaining job outcomes for WD and (2) test this theoretical framework to identify the factors 
most pertinent to these outcomes.  To achieve these objectives, I analyzed data (N=3,887) from 
the 2010 US National Health Interview Survey and O*Net to investigate the extent to which 
disability status (i.e., WD with a work limitation, WD with no work limitation, or non-disabled 
workers [NDW]) relates to four types of work outcomes (i.e., annual compensation, employment 
status, job insecurity, and workplace harassment) indirectly through human and social capital 
resources.  I also examined whether these relationships differed by workers’ gender or 
race/ethnicity.  Bias-corrected bootstrapping analyses were performed to create mean point 
estimates and 95% confidence intervals to test for the significance of indirect and conditional 
indirect effects.   
Results revealed that health-related human capital resources explained lower annual 
compensation, a lower likelihood of employment, and increased likelihood of experiencing 
workplace harassment for WD (with and without work limitations), relative to NDW.   Lower 
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annual compensation for WD with work limitations was additionally explained by education and 
training-related HC resources.  Both health-related human capital resources and social capital 
resources explained greater perceptions of job insecurity for WD (with and without work 
limitations), compared to NDW.  Results from conditional indirect effects models with gender 
showed that, compared to NDW, female WD with no work limitations had higher annual 
compensation than their male counterparts, which was best explained by work experience and 
tenure-related human capital resources.  Education nd training-related human capital resources 
accounted for the lower likelihood of employment and the higher likelihood of experiencing 
workplace harassment for male than for female WD with ork limitations, relative to NDW.  
Tests of conditional indirect effects by race/ethnicity (i.e., non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics 
vs. non-Hispanic Whites) determined that, in relation to NDW, lower annual compensation for 
Hispanic than for White WD with work limitations was explained by work experience and 
tenure-related human capital resources.  In contrast, hese tests showed no significant differences 
between Black and White WD (with or without work limitations).  Overall, after accounting for 
differences between WD and NDW in the levels of career-related capital resources, results 
indicated that WD received lower returns than NDW on c mparable resources, especially health-
related human capital.  Thus, the results were highly suggestive of discrimination, as equivalent 
social and productivity-related characteristics andqualifications yielded less favorable job 
outcomes for WD than for NDW.  Important implications of these findings for theory, practice, 
and governmental policy are discussed.    
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Chapter 1: Introduction of the Problem 
 The Americans with Disabilities Act of 1990 (ADA) defines disability as an impairment 
(mental or physical) that “substantially limits one or more of the major life activities” and 
affirms that persons with disabilities have the inherent right to equal participation in all facets of 
society.  However, in passing the ADA Amendments Act, 42 USC § 12101 (2009), Congress 
noted that persons with disabilities “are frequently precluded from doing so because of prejudice, 
antiquated attitudes, or the failure to remove societal and institutional barriers”.  Thus, the 
explicit purpose of this legislation was not only to facilitate access to key social institutions, such 
as the education system and the workplace, but also to provide a legal remedy for discrimination 
against persons with disabilities in these domains.  Among the US labor including both the 
employed and those who are unemployed, but actively looking for work, approximately 8.1 
million workers, aged 21-64, have some type of disability, based upon estimates from the 2013 
American Community Survey (EDI, 2015).  Of great con ern, a report by the US Senate 
Committee on Health, Education, Labor, and Pensions (Harkin, 2012) found no evidence of any 
improvement in the employment outcomes of workers with disabilities (WD), since the initial 
passage of the ADA a quarter of a century ago.  That is, despite these past legislative efforts, WD 
continue to have poorer job outcomes, such as lower incomes and labor force participation rates 
(i.e., unemployment and underemployment), than non-disabled workers (NDW).   
Between 1980 and 2010, the employment participation rate for WD did not increase; 
rather, it remained virtually unchanged at just over 30% (Harkin, 2012).  Additionally, even after 
accounting for differences in educational attainment, WD have been found to be overrepresented 
in lower-status, entry-level jobs and underrepresented in higher-status, professional-level jobs 
(Kaye, 2009; Kruse, Schur, & Ali, 2010).  Research has also shown that economic downturns 
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have a disproportionately negative effect on WD, as they tend to lose their jobs earlier and in 
greater numbers than NDW (Fogg, Harrington, & McMahon, 2010; Kaye, 2010).  However, in 
nationwide, multi-industry surveys of managers with experience supervising WD, the job 
performance of WD was rated as being comparable to or exceeding that of NDW (Harris 
Interactive, 2010a; Unger, 2002).  Prior research also demonstrated that, like NDW, WD desire 
job security, income, and advancement opportunities, among other job characteristics associated 
with economic independence and security (Ali, Schur, & Blanck, 2011).  Therefore, evidence 
suggests that disparate employment outcomes are unlikely to be due to differences in job 
performance or work-related values between WD and NDW.   
According to human capital (HC) theory (Becker, 1962; Schultz, 1961), job outcomes 
depend upon HC resources, which are the knowledge, skills, abilities (KSAs), and other factors, 
such as health, that have the potential to improve individuals’ economic productivity.  HC theory 
postulates that organizations will attach a higher pr mium to workers who have a greater level of 
HC resources (vs. workers with lower levels of HC resources), due to expectations about their 
increased productivity (Becker 1975).  However, social capital (SC) theory (Coleman, 1988; Lin 
1999, 2000) argues job outcomes are contingent uponSC resources, which involve trust, norms, 
and information embedded within social networks that can facilitate smooth social exchanges 
and be leveraged by individuals or groups to achieve their instrumental goals.  SC theory 
indicates that individuals and groups with higher levels of SC resources will have better 
outcomes than those with lower levels of these resources.  As HC theory arose within the 
economics literature and SC theory developed within t e field of sociology, HC and SC 
resources have typically been studied separately.  Yet, it has long been recognized that these 
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career-related capital resources are closely intertwined and can be mutually reinforcing 
(Coleman, 1988).     
Differences between WD and NDW in career-related capital resources may also help to 
explain disparate job outcomes.  For example, poor job outcomes for WD could be due to having 
a lower level of HC and SC resources at their disposal than NDW.  This implies that improving 
employment outcomes for WD would simply be a matter of increasing their levels of career-
related capital resources to be on par with those of NDW.   
However, both HC and SC theories acknowledge discrimination may occur, as defined by 
equivalent HC and SC resources, respectively, yielding ifferential returns for individuals or 
groups (Becker, 1975; Lin, 1999, 2000).  Thus, inequalities in the returns on HC and SC 
resources acquired by WD may instead (or also) be driving the differences in employment 
outcomes with NDW, which would signify discrimination.  In this instance, WD would 
experience less favorable employment outcomes than NDW, even when both groups have 
comparable levels of career-related capital resources.  Should this be so, increasing the levels of 
HC and SC resources for WD will be insufficient on its own for reducing employment 
disparities, relative to NDW.  
Research has consistently found career-related capital resources to be positively related to 
a number of important job outcomes, with HC resources related to employment, wages, and 
promotions (Becker, 1993), and SC resources linked to salary, promotions, and career 
satisfaction (Seibert, Kraimer, & Liden, 2001).  More ver, the social status conferred by these 
resources may have implications for workplace victimization, as it is typically lower-status 
organization members who are significantly more susceptible to being bullied at work 
(Roscigno, Lopez, & Hodson, 2009).  It is therefore imperative to discern whether discrepancies 
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between WD and NDW in the levels of and/or in the retu ns on HC and SC resources may be 
responsible for the poor employment outcomes of WD.  Clarifying which of these mechanisms is 
operating will not only contribute to our understanding about the unfavorable employment 
outcomes of WD but will also inform strategies for addressing this problem. 
The presence (actual or perceived) of work limitations is an important factor to consider 
when explaining employment outcomes for WD, as this may reflect the degree of fit between the 
nature of a worker’s disability (with or without accommodations) and the characteristics of 
his/her job.  In this case, WD who report work limitations may be a poor fit with their particular 
job, whereas the reverse would be anticipated for WD who report having no work limitations.  
This also implies that the same person could have work limitations with respect to performing 
Job A, yet no work limitations for performing Job B.  When disabilities are work-limiting (vs. 
not work-limiting), unfavorable employment outcomes for WD, compared to NDW, can be 
exacerbated (DeLeire, 2001).  Specifically, poorer utcomes will be anticipated for WD who 
have work limitations, relative to NDW or WD who have no work limitations, because such 
limitations would impede job performance.  Following this reasoning, in the absence of 
discrimination, WD with no work limitations will have employment outcomes comparable to 
NDW, as their disabilities would not interfere with performing essential job tasks.  If this is not 
the case, and there are differences between WD without work limitations and NDW, such that 
the former have less favorable employment outcomes than the latter, this would be an indicator 
of discrimination (DeLeire, 2001). 
Work-related outcomes may also be a function of other personal characteristics, such as 
gender, race/ethnicity, age, class, sexual orientatio , or religious affiliation.  People are 
simultaneously an amalgam of different social group identities that can uniquely influence their 
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life outcomes (Cole, 2009), work in this case.  According to multiple jeopardy advantage (MJA) 
theory (Ransford, 1980), outcomes will be less favor ble for those with more than one lower-
status social group identity (e.g., female WD), relative to counterparts whose social group 
identities are a mixture of higher and lower social st tus (i.e., male WD).  This theory suggests 
that the most favorable outcomes, overall, will be conferred on those with solely higher-status 
social group identities (e.g., male NDW).  Yet, it is unclear to what extent other characteristics, 
like gender or race/ethnicity, may additionally influence the acquisition of or returns on HC and 
SC resources for WD, relative to NDW.  Clarifying these issues can provide a more nuanced 
understanding of the employment outcomes experienced by WD.   
In sum, I used an integrated framework based on both HC theory and SC theory, to test 
alternative explanations for the job outcomes of WD, based on two different types of evidence.  
The first type of explanation is based on evidence of group differences in the levels of career-
related capital resources.  For example, WD may, on average, have less tenure (HC resources) or 
fewer social contacts (SC resources) than NDW.  Thesecond type of explanation is based on 
evidence of unequal returns on equivalent levels of career-related capital resources (i.e., WD 
may experience less favorable outcomes than NDW with the same levels of tenure or social 
contacts), which signifies discrimination.  Including MJA theory into this collective theoretical 
framework raises the possibility that the levels of and/or returns on career-related capital 
resources for WD and NDW may further vary, based upon their other social group 
characteristics.  Ultimately, I extended these three complementary theories by incorporating 
them into a single, unified framework, which will permit for a more comprehensive assessment 
of the factors that lie behind the job outcomes of WD.  
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To date, the prior research has insufficiently clarified the processes underlying the 
employment outcomes of WD.  Thus, organizations have little guidance on how to best recruit, 
hire, retain, or accommodate WD (Kaye, Jans, & Jones, 2011).  This lack of clear and relevant 
information could have substantial consequences.  A better understanding of the barriers to 
employment faced by WD could inform the implementation of outreach, recruitment, and other 
such programs that may increase the representation of WD at all organizational levels and 
likewise help to more effectively direct valuable time and limited organizational resources for 
this purpose.  Additionally, it is important to raise organizations’ awareness about the needs of 
WD, given that interviews with corporate executives indicated gender and race/ethnicity were 
primarily targeted in efforts to improve diversity and inclusion, whereas disability was rarely 
reported as being a focus of these initiatives (Legnick-Hall, Gaunt, & Kulkarni, 2008). 
 The poor employment outcomes of WD also have serious, national economic 
implications.  For example, the Social Security Disability Insurance (SSDI) program provides a 
monthly income and health insurance (via the Medicare system) to WD, aged 18-64, who are 
considered unable to work, due to a medical condition expected to either last over a year or to 
result in death (CBO, 2012).  Because it is recognized that, in many cases, disability can be 
transient or impermanent, beneficiaries are permitted to return to work under this program.  
Those who do so may earn an unlimited amount of money during their first year back in the 
workforce without forfeiting their monthly SSDI benfits.  After this initial year, a cap is placed 
on the annual income beneficiaries may earn from employment (approximately $12,000) before 
benefits are terminated (CBO, 2012).  SSDI payments average approximately $13,000 per year 
(NPR, 2013), which is below the federal poverty threshold for a couple ($15,930) and well below 
this level for families of three or more ($20,090 for a family of three to $40,890 for a family of 
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eight) (USDHHS, 2015), assuming these benefits are the sole source of income.  However, if the 
primary alternatives for WD are minimum wage or part-time jobs that provide incomes similar to 
or less than SSDI payments, there will likely be little incentive to reenter the workforce, 
generally, or to work on a full-time basis, specifically.  Hence, matching WD with better-paying 
jobs will be necessary to appropriately incentivize gr ater employment participation and 
decrease reliance on SSDI benefits.   
According to the Congressional Budget Office (2012), the proportion of WD receiving 
SSDI benefits has increased dramatically from 1.4 million in 1970 to 8.3 million in 2011; as of 
December 2014, approximately 8.5 million WD were beneficiaries of this program (SSA, 2015).  
Put into context, federal expenditures on SSDI now total more than combined spending on 
welfare and food stamps programs (NPR, 2013).  On average, 4.6% of all working-age adults 
(aged 18-64) in the US receive federal SSDI benefits, but there are wide variations between the 
states, with Utah (2.9%) having the lowest and West Virginia (9%) having the highest proportion 
of adult residents who receive these monthly payments (NPR, 2013).  Because the level of SSDI 
program funding has not kept pace with the rapid expansion in the number of beneficiaries, the 
CBO (2012) projects that this program will become financially insolvent unless immediate 
policy changes are made to significantly increase rev nue, decrease benefits, or implement a 
combination of these two approaches.  Improving the employment outcomes of WD may directly 
facilitate this aim.  Specifically, if more WD had jobs or, if already employed, were working 
more hours, they would (1) receive fewer (or no) SSDI benefits because of their higher earnings, 
thereby lowering federal expenditures, and (2) contribute to funding SSDI via their payroll taxes, 
thus increasing the program’s revenue base (CBO, 2012; Drake, Skinner, Bond, & Goldman, 
2009).         
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Acknowledging the need to improve employment outcomes for WD, the federal 
government issued an update, taking effect in March 2014, of the Rehabilitation Act of 1973 to 
specify 7% utilization goals for WD in each job group (Dunleavy & Gutman, 2014).  Federal 
contractors with 50 or more employees must initially ssess the gap between the 7% utilization 
goal and current WD employment for each job group.  If gaps are found, the employer is 
expected to actively engage in focused outreach and/or recruitment to close them.  At present, it 
is still too early to judge the efficacy of this new policy or to determine whether it would be 
feasible to adopt a similar approach in organizations, more broadly, to improve the employment 
outcomes of WD.   
         Overall, WD often have less favorable job outcomes (Colella & Stone, 2005) and tend to 
be disproportionately clustered into lower-skill occupations (Kim, 2007; Smith & Clark, 2007), 
relative to NDW.  Yet, little research has examined why this may be the case (Nadler et al., 
2013; Ruggs et al., 2013), and the existing literature is incomplete and methodologically flawed 
(Kulkarni & Lengnick-Hall, 2014).  This lack of evidence is problematic, given the great need to 
devise effective strategies to (1) eliminate discrimination against WD, who comprise a sizeable 
minority of the US workforce, (2) help organizations to tailor recruitment, outreach, and other 
diversity programs for WD, and (3) rein in the high cost of SSDI subsidies.  Thus, it is essential 
to better understand the underlying reasons for differences in employment outcomes between 
WD and NDW.  
Summary of Research Goals 
The overarching goal of my study was to combine and extend HC theory (Becker, 1962, 
1971, 1975, 1993), SC theory (Lin, 1988, 1999, 2001), and MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) to 
clarify the processes that account for why WD have less favorable job outcomes than NDW.  
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This aim was accomplished by evaluating four competing, but not mutually exclusive, 
explanations for work-related inequalities between WD and NDW: (1) differences in the levels 
of HC resources, (2) differences in the levels of SC resources, (3) differential returns on HC 
resources, and (4) differential returns on SC resources.  I explored whether and to what degree 
these factors accounted for disparities in earnings, employment status, job insecurity, and 
workplace harassment between WD and NDW.  I also investigated whether workers’ gender or 
race/ethnicity impacts these outcomes for WD (i.e., WD with a work limitation or WD with no 
work limitation), compared to NDW.   
Overview 
 In the literature review (Chapter 2), I explain the integrated theoretical foundation for the 
current study and introduce my hypotheses.  Specifically, I first review how work disability has 
traditionally been defined and why accounting for wrk limitations is important for assessing the 
work outcomes of WD.  I next describe how work-relat d benefits or, alternatively, 
disadvantages may be differentially accrued by individuals, contingent upon their unique set of 
social group identities.  Subsequently, I describe the concepts of HC and SC and how 
inequalities in these career-related capital resources can impact employment outcomes.  I then 
propose hypotheses consistent with these diverse streams of literature.  In Chapter 3, I provide a 
detailed explanation of the methods by which I tested my predictions, and Chapter 4 describes 
the results of my study.  In Chapter 5, I summarize and interpret my results, highlight the 
theoretical and practical implications of my findings, and discuss potential limitations and ideas 
for prospective research. 
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Chapter 2: Literature Review and Hypotheses  
 In this chapter, I discuss several alternative explanations for employment outcomes of 
WD, relative to non-WD.   First, I describe how thepr sence (or absence) of work limitations 
may influence these outcomes for WD.  Next, I review the research on MJA theory (Ransford, 
1980) and how it suggests discrimination may vary due to the combination of individuals’ social 
group identities.  HC theory (Becker, 1962, 1971, 1975, 1993) and SC theory (Coleman, 1988; 
Lin, 1999, 2001; Putnam, 1995, 2000) are then described to introduce the concepts of HC and SC 
resources and how different levels of and/or returns o  these career-related capital resources can 
affect work outcomes.  Finally, this chapter closes with a brief summary that ties these different 
explanations together, followed by my hypotheses. 
Work Disability: Alternative Perspectives 
 The Nagi model of disablement (Nagi, 1991) served as the framework for categorizing 
work disability in my study.  It also provided a rationale for why it is important to distinguish 
between WD with work limitations and WD with no work limitations.  In the following section, I 
describe how work disability is defined from the perspective of the Nagi model (Nagi, 1991).  
Defining work disability.  Disability has traditionally been defined from three different 
perspectives, known as the medical model, the social model, and socio-medical model (Jette, 
2006).  Essentially, these models differ in the extent o which they place the locus of disability 
on the characteristics of the individual, at one end of the continuum, versus qualities of the 
environment (social and/or physical), on the other end of the spectrum.  The medical model 
conceptualizes disability as a physiological condition hat requires correction via appropriate 
rehabilitation and/or medical treatment (Areheart, 2008).  The medical model puts the locus of 
disability on the individual worker and suggests that employment outcomes will be a function of 
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the degree to which a person is able to overcome the limitations related to his or her impairment.  
In sharp contrast, the social model does not view disability as a trait of the individual, but instead 
puts the locus of disability on socially-created obstacles that preclude WD from fully 
participating in and fairly benefitting from employment (Jette, 2006).  From this viewpoint, to 
improve outcomes for WD, aspects of the environment, such as the negative attitudes of others 
or unnecessary institutional barriers, must be changed.  Finally, the view of the socio-medical 
model is that disability is an outcome resulting from a combination of personal, physiological, 
and social factors (Verbrugge & Jette, 1994).  The socio-medical model, which essentially 
reflects a merging of the medical and social perspectiv s, is the most comprehensive approach to 
defining disablement.  
The most commonly applied model in the socio-medical tradition is the Nagi model of 
disablement (Jette, 2006).  The Nagi model proposes a three-stage framework that conceptualizes 
disability in terms of the interplay between the person’s particular impairment and the given 
socioeconomic context (Nagi, 1991).  Pathology (Stage 1) involves having a condition (e.g., 
blindness) that disrupts the body’s physical or mental processes.  Impairment (Stage 2) entails a 
mental or bodily loss or abnormality that reduces the person’s ability to physically and/or 
mentally function.  For example, blindness impairs  person’s ability to recognize and interpret 
visual information.  Disability (Stage 3) is said to occur only when a person experiences either a 
total inability or a limitation in the ability to perform socially expected and/or personally desired 
roles and tasks. 
According to the Nagi model, to have a work disability, a person must have a condition 
that causes a physical or mental impairment that then limits his or her ability to work (Nagi, 
1991).  If, despite the presence of a condition or impairment, a person is not limited in the ability 
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to work because of job accommodations, training, or personal adaptations that enable the 
individual to successfully perform the job, she or he would not be considered to have a work 
disability.  Using the earlier example, an individual with blindness would have a work disability 
only if this visual impairment interfered with his or her ability to perform the essential functions 
of the job.  Alternatively, as an effective accommodation for this job, all instructions and other 
work materials could be provided in an auditory format or in Braille.  Because job performance 
would then no longer depend upon being able to interpret visual information, this person would 
not have a work disability in this situation.  Thus, the nature of a worker’s disability may be a 
good fit (i.e., not work-limiting) for some jobs, but not for others, depending upon the 
characteristics of the particular position.  It should be noted that this conceptualization is 
consistent with the ADA, as disability is being construed in terms of the (in)ability to perform 
essential job tasks with or without accommodations. 
Overall, the Nagi model (Nagi, 1991) defines disability in terms of the impact of a 
person’s impairment on the performance of specific so ial roles.  Thus, this model suggests it is 
important to distinguish between WD with work limitations and WD with no work limitations in 
evaluating employment outcomes for WD in relation t NDW.  Notably, this approach has the 
advantage of allowing the effects of discrimination against WD to be better isolated by 
accounting for the effects of functional impairment o  job performance (Baldwin & Choe, 
2014a; DeLeire, 2001).           
Work limitations and job outcomes for WD.  To understand the employment outcomes of 
WD, it is critical to distinguish between WD with work limitations and WD with no work 
limitations (Baldwin & Choe, 2014a; DeLeire, 2001).  Very few studies have categorized work 
disability in a manner consistent with the Nagi (199 ) model of disablement to evaluate the job 
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outcomes of WD.  Nonetheless, this small body of literature can provide valuable insight into 
why there may be differences in these outcomes, both within the population of WD and between 
WD and NDW. 
Based upon Nagi’s (1991) definition of work disability, the impairments of WD with no 
work limitations do not interfere with their ability o satisfactorily perform their jobs.  DeLeire 
(2001) thus argued that the earnings of WD with no work limitations and NDW should be 
comparable, as there presumably would be no differences between these groups in work 
productivity.  Yet, if WD with no work limitations did have lower earnings than NDW, this 
would establish the baseline wage penalty solely attribu ed to discrimination against WD.  
DeLeire (2001) further reasoned that earnings for WD with work limitations would be lower than 
those of WD with no work limitations (or NDW) because the former group’s earnings would be 
impacted by both the baseline discrimination wage penalty and productivity-reducing functional 
limitations.  
DeLeire (2001) decomposed wage differentials between male WD with work limitations, 
WD with no work limitations, and NDW using Survey of Income and Program Participation 
(SIPP) panel data from 1984 and 1993.  This study found a wage gap of 8.3% in 1984 and 11.1% 
in 1993 between WD with no work limitations and NDW. After controlling for age, educational 
attainment, and job tenure, among other relevant productivity-related and demographic 
characteristics, the unexplained portion of the wage gap, representing the baseline wage penalty 
attributed to discrimination, remained fairly stable (3.7-5.4%). As anticipated, the earnings of 
WD with work limitations were substantially lower than NDW or WD with no work limitations.  
DeLeire (2001) found a wage gap of 38.9% in 1984 betwe n WD with work limitations and 
NDW.  After adjustments, 53.6% of the wage gap was unexplained, with 3.7% of this gap 
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ascribed to the baseline discrimination wage penalty and the remainder (49.9%) interpreted as 
being due to productivity-reducing functional limitations.  The adjusted analyses from 1993 
yielded highly similar results, with slightly more of the unexplained portion of the wage gap due 
to the discrimination wage penalty (5.4%) and a little less (44.4%) attributed to functional 
limitations.  Therefore, findings suggested that wage discrimination against WD increased 
slightly over time.  However, because these data are over 20 years old, the results may not 
necessarily provide an indication of current levels of wage discrimination experienced by WD, 
with or without work limitations.  Furthermore, it is unclear whether these findings would 
generalize to female WD and NDW, given that only male workers were included in the study.     
Two studies that attempted to address these issues wer  conducted by Baldwin and Choe 
(2014a, 2014b).  These researchers examined discrimnat on against WD using more recent data 
and wage decomposition analyses.  Using 2004 SIPP data, wage discrimination between WD 
with work limitations due to physical (i.e., mobility-related) impairments and WD with physical 
impairments who reported no work limitations and no use of a mobility aid was assessed 
(Baldwin & Choe, 2014a).  Analyses, which were performed separately by gender, controlled for 
physical job demands, occupation, educational attainment, and other productivity-related, 
demographic, and occupational characteristics.  Results indicated that close to 10% of the wage 
gap between male WD with no work limitations and WD with work limitations and 20% of the 
gap between the female WD groups could be attributed to discrimination.  In other words, female 
WD with work limitations experienced greater wage discrimination in relation to female WD 
with no work limitations than their male counterparts (i.e., male WD with work limitations) 
experienced, compared to male WD with no work limitations.    
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  15 
 
The second study by Baldwin and Choe (2014b) used data from three years of the SIPP 
(1996, 2000, and 2004) to evaluate wage disparities between WD with sensory (i.e., speech, 
hearing, or vision) impairments and a work limitation and those adults (in the aggregate) who 
reported no work limitation and who may or may not have also had a sensory impairment.  As 
with their previous study, analyses were performed s parately by gender.  Instead of physical job 
demands, the researchers controlled for communication-related job demands; other control 
variables paralleled those used in their prior study.  Results indicated that 33% of the wage gap 
between male WD with work limitations and male WD with no work limitations and 8% of the 
gap between female WD with work limitations and female WD with no work limitations could 
be attributed to discrimination.  In this case, the gender pattern of results was reversed from that 
found in the previous study.  That is, male WD with work limitations experienced greater wage 
discrimination, compared to male WD with no work limitations, than their female counterparts 
(i.e., female WD with work limitations) experienced, relative to female WD with no work 
limitations.      
The two studies by Baldwin and Choe (2014a, 2014b) suggest there may be differences 
in wage discrimination within gender, as a function of the presence of work limitations.  
However, neither of these studies can elucidate whether there are differences between male and 
female WD, as such comparisons were not made.  Furthermore, given data from NDW were not 
included to provide an appropriate point of reference (Baldwin & Choe, 2014a) or NDW were 
combined with WD with no work limitations into a single group (Baldwin & Choe, 2014b), 
neither of these studies can clarify the extent of wage discrimination against WD with no work 
limitations. If the wages of NDW are higher than those of WD with no limitations, these prior 
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studies may have actually underestimated wage discrimination against WD with work limitations 
by not comparing their wages to those of NDW.       
Employment participation rates may also differ for WD with no work limitations and WD 
with work limitations, further underscoring the importance of accounting for work limitations 
when examining job outcomes for WD.  For example, one study pooled data from several years 
of the Current Population Survey (CPS) to assess employ ent participation rates among WD 
(aged 25-61) who reported any one of several different impairments (e.g., blind in both eyes, 
deaf in both ears) and either did or did not also repo t a work limitation (Burkhauser et al., 2002).  
Results showed that WD with no work limitations were twice as likely as WD with work 
limitations (83.4% vs. 41.5%) to report being employed.  A similar pattern in employment 
participation rates was observed when examining specific impairments.  For instance, 
participants who were blind in both eyes, but reported no work limitation, were four times more 
likely to be employed than respondents with the identical impairment who reported having a 
work limitation.  Burkhauser and colleagues (2002) interpreted these findings as implying that 
the work context, training, or personal adaptations t  the job play a role in whether WD with the 
exact same functional impairment will report work limitations.  Nevertheless, it is difficult to 
draw any conclusions about discrimination from thisstudy because the employment participation 
rates of WD and NDW were not compared, and there wer  no controls for other relevant 
variables, like educational attainment, that could potentially contribute to the observed 
differences in employment participation between WD groups. 
   Collectively, there is little research that has considered the impact of work limitations 
on employment outcomes for WD.  The few studies that did so have shown that there are, 
indeed, meaningful differences between WD with no work limitations and WD with work 
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limitations in these outcomes.  Nonetheless, this body of literature has a number of serious 
limitations.  For example, the prior research has primarily focused on wages to the exclusion of 
other important employment outcomes.  Additionally, this line of research suffers from 
methodological flaws, such as the absence of appropriate comparison groups.  Research is 
needed to examine a broader array of job outcomes with better methodology that allows for more 
robust tests of group differences.       
Intersecting Social Group Identities and Discrimination 
 As discussed above, functional limitations may interfere with job performance for certain 
WD, thereby offering one potential explanation for discrepancies in job outcomes.  However, it 
is also important to note that people are an amalgamation of various social identities, and may be 
perceived and evaluated accordingly (Cole, 2009).  It is thus possible that employment outcomes 
may not only be affected by work limitations but may also be related to other personal 
characteristics, especially gender or race/ethnicity.  In the following section I describe MJA 
theory (Ransford, 1980), which provides a theoretical framework for understanding how 
employment outcomes for WD may be differentially shaped by the confluence of their other 
social group identities.  I then discuss the relevant research literature.  This literature underscores 
the need to incorporate these ideas into explanations for the job outcomes of WD to provide 
more complete and nuanced insights into disparities in this domain, both within the broader 
population of WD (e.g., male WD vs. female WD), as well as between WD and NDW. 
Multiple (dis)advantages and intersectionality. MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) offers an 
approach to understanding how multiple social group memberships may combine to uniquely 
influence individuals’ life outcomes, such as work utcomes.  Social status, both actual and 
perceived, is critical to this process.  Given the un qual distribution of resources in societies, 
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certain groups tend to have more resources then other groups.  The salient characteristics 
associated with well-resourced groups are assigned higher status value, while lower status is 
ascribed to groups with fewer resources (Ridgeway, 1991).  In addition, those groups who 
possess greater resources are perceived as being more competent (i.e., capable of achieving 
desired goals and outcomes), which allows them to wield greater social influence.  The members 
of social groups perceived as being high in competence can be the recipients of cooperation and 
tolerance from others (Cuddy, Fiske, & Glick, 2007), which can further enhance the social 
advantages of these groups.  In contrast, lower-status groups, who lack resources, are viewed as 
having little power and influence (i.e., incompetent).  Those groups who are viewed as being low 
in competence may be ignored or excluded by others (Cuddy et al, 2007), which can limit the 
opportunities available to members of these groups.  A characteristic acquires a specific level of 
perceived social status once cultural consensus forms about the greater worth of individuals who 
have a particular manifestation of the characteristic (e.g., able-bodied, White, or male) as 
compared to people who differ on the feature in question (e.g., disability, Black, or female).        
MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) emphasizes the group membership status combinations 
associated with the extremes of social status privilege (i.e., multiple advantages) or disadvantage 
(i.e., multiple jeopardies) in predicting outcome differences between groups.  MJA theory thus 
predicts outcomes to be unduly negative for individuals who have all lower-status social group 
identities (e.g., Hispanic women), whereas those people who have only higher-status social 
group memberships (e.g., White men) are anticipated to receive disproportionately favorable 
outcomes (Landrine, Klonoff, Alcaraz, Scott, & Wilkins, 1995).  Individuals who have a mixture 
of marginalized and privileged identities (e.g., White women) would, by default, have outcomes 
that fall somewhere in-between the aforementioned extreme status positions.        
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The effects of multiple social group identities on outcomes can be additive in nature 
(Ransford, 1980).  Alternatively, these effects canbe multiplicative, which is known as 
intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1991).  Whether additive or multiplicative effects will occur may be 
contingent upon the particular social context, as well as the outcomes under consideration 
(Landrine et al., 1995).  Notably, both combination rules predict that having two or more lower-
status social group memberships will result in greater disadvantages, with the reverse anticipated 
for those having multiple privileged identities.  The difference between additive and 
multiplicative MJA mainly lies in the magnitude of the effects on outcomes that can be expected.  
With additive MJA, outcomes are equal to the sum of the main effects associated with each 
individual social group membership (Berdahl & Moore, 2006).  Instead, multiplicative MJA, or 
intersectionality, occurs when social identities jointly affect outcomes in a way that is 
substantively greater than simply adding the independent effects of constituent group 
memberships (Landrine et al., 1995).        
While MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) technically applies to individuals having two or 
more social group identities, for practical reasons, re earch has primarily examined the effects of 
MJA for dual group membership.  This research shows that people with one lower-status social 
group membership (e.g., White women) are less favorably evaluated than persons with two 
socially dominant group identities (e.g., White men).  Yet, individuals who have two devalued 
social group identities (e.g., Black women) experience the least favorable outcomes, overall, an 
effect known as double jeopardy (King, 1988).  Double jeopardy has been posited to influence a 
variety of work-related outcomes, including harassment (Berdahl & Moore, 2006; Buchanan & 
Fitzgerald, 2008), incivility (Cortina, Kabat-Farr, Leskinen, Huerta, & Magley, 2013), 
employment discrimination litigation (Best, Edelman, Krieger, & Eliason, 2011), and wages 
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(Browne & Misra, 2003; Greenman & Xie, 2008; Landrie et al., 1995).  To date, the double 
jeopardy workplace literature has mostly emphasized outcomes deriving from the combination of 
individuals’ gender and racial/ethnic social group memberships.  It is important to note that 
disability status is not well-represented in this literature, and we lack prior empirical research 
that examines how disability status, combined with gender or race/ethnicity, influences work 
outcomes.   
 MJA, gender, race/ethnicity, and employment outcomes.  Using US Census data, 
Landrine and her colleagues (1995) reported that, irrespective of age, Black and Hispanic women 
(Asians were not examined) received lower pay than Bl ck, Hispanic, or White men or White 
women, whereas White men earned more than these other groups.  The mean annual income for 
Whites (men and women), Hispanic men, and Black men(in the aggregate) was $7,593 higher 
than the average salary for Black women and $9.443 higher than the mean income for Latinas.  
Conversely, the mean annual income of White men was, on average, $16,254 higher than that for 
White women, male and female Hispanics, and Black men and women (in the aggregate).  
Findings were consistent with multiplicative MJA (i.e., intersectionality), as denoted by the main 
effects for gender and race/ethnicity, as well as the significant interaction between them, in 
predicting yearly income.   
Results from a more recent study of wage disparities among 19 different gendered 
racial/ethnic groups in the US (e.g., Native Americans, blacks, Mexicans) by Greenman and Xie 
(2008) were also supportive of multiplicative MJA.  Compared to those of White men ($40,600), 
median earnings were lower for men in 14 of the18 racial/ethnic minority groups examined.  The 
only four racial/ethnic minority male groups that out-earned White men were Chinese ($54,600), 
Japanese ($48,600), Indian ($47,700), and Korean ($46,300) men.  In contrast, nine of the 18 
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racial/ethnic minority female groups had higher median earnings, relative to White women 
($28,700).  These higher earnings (vs. White women) ra ged from $29,900 for Asian-black 
biracial women to $44,100 for Chinese women.  Gender by race/ethnicity interactions were 
explored separately for each race/ethnic group.  Significant gender by race/ethnicity interactions 
on wages were found for 16 of the 18 racial/ethnic minority groups (non-significant for Asian-
black biracial or Vietnamese individuals).  Greenma and Xie (2008) also found that the gender 
wage penalty was larger for Whites than for any of the racial/ethnic minority groups.  In other 
words, the gender wage gap between White men and women was greater than the gap found 
when comparing racial/ethnic minority women with men of their same race/ethnicity. 
 The intersection of gender and racial/ethnic group memberships may also affect the risk 
of exposure to (sometimes) subtle hostilities in the workplace (Cortina et al., 2013).  Cortina and 
her colleagues (2013) conducted a series of studies with employees from three public sector 
organizations (i.e., US military, a law enforcement agency, and a municipal government) to test 
this premise.  Control variables included tenure (in analyses with all three organizations), as well 
as work group gender composition and supervisor gender (in the analyses of US military data).  
Their results were supportive of multiplicative MJA.  Specifically, regardless of participants’ 
age, gender and race/ethnicity were independently related to incivility vulnerability on the job, 
such that women had greater vulnerability than men, and racial/ethnic minorities had a higher 
risk than Whites.  Moreover, a significant interaction between race/ethnicity and gender was 
found, in which racial/ethnic minority women were the most likely group, overall, to be the 
target of workplace incivility.  Importantly, Cortina et al. (2013) noted that incivility may 
potentially have large costs for organizations, as experiencing incivility at work was found to be 
positively related to employees’ turnover intentions.       
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To determine the risk for being more overtly victimized, a study by Berdahl and Moore 
(2006) examined five different organizations (i.e., three manufacturing plants and two 
community service centers).  Their results showed that racial/ethnic minority women were more 
likely than racial/ethnic minority men, White women, or White men to have experienced 
workplace harassment (Berdahl & Moore, 2006).  Support was found for the additive, but not 
multiplicative, effects of gender and race/ethnicity.  Specifically, being female related to a higher 
risk of experiencing sexual harassment, and being a raci l/ethnic minority was associated with a 
higher risk of experiencing racial/ethnic harassment, but gender and race/ethnicity did not 
interact to affect the rate of harassment.  Additionally, being either female within organizations 
that were male-dominated or being a racial/ethnic minority in workgroups that were majority 
White further increased the likelihood of experiencing sexual or racial/ethnic harassment, 
respectively (Berdahl & Moore, 2006).  Thus, these findings suggest that aspects of the 
workplace context may serve to augment social group advantages or disadvantages. 
The combined effects of racial/ethnic and sexual harassment may also have a greater 
affect on the psychological well-being of racial/ethnic minority women, as well as their 
workplace perceptions (Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 2008).  Buchanan and Fitzgerald (2008) 
explored these issues among a sample of Black female pl intiffs involved in sexual harassment 
lawsuits.  These researchers reported a positive corr lation (r = .39) between the two forms of 
harassment, supporting the idea that Black women were particularly vulnerable to experiencing 
harassment due to both gender and race/ethnicity.  Higher levels of harassment (either type) were 
associated with lower satisfaction with colleagues and supervisors.  Additionally, a positive 
relationship was found between harassment (either typ ) and work-related stress, psychological 
distress, and perceptions of employers’ tolerance of s xual harassment.  Gender and racial/ethnic 
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harassment interacted to predict supervisor satisfac on and perceived sexual harassment 
tolerance, but not the remaining outcomes examined.  To the extent that such harassment goes 
unreported, these findings may actually provide an underestimate of the effects of gender and 
race/ethnicity on the outcomes assessed, given the study’s participants were actively engaged in 
the litigation process. 
Other research has shown that the combination of social group identities may even 
influence the outcomes of equal employment opportunity (EEO) litigation at the federal level 
(Best et al., 2011).  Best and her colleagues (2011) examined a random sample of 2% of all EEO 
litigation opinions decided within US federal distrc  and circuit courts between 1965 and 1999.  
These researchers sought to determine whether there were differences in the likelihood of 
verdicts being decided in favor of plaintiffs , based upon either plaintiff characteristics (i.e., 
race/ethnicity and gender) or the specific alleged charges in the claims (e.g., retaliation, hiring, 
etc.).  After controlling for a variety of factors (i.e., circuit vs. district court case, published vs.
unpublished opinion, opinion length, the number of employer actions being challenged by the 
plaintiff, and whether the decision occurred before vs. after 1986), results revealed that 
racial/ethnic minority female plaintiffs had the lowest probability of winning their cases, in 
comparison to racial/ethnic minority men, White men, or White women, irrespective of the type 
of charges.  Furthermore, Best et al. (2011) indicated that claims that were based upon multiple 
social group identities (i.e., allegations of both sex and racial/ethnic discrimination), were less 
than half as likely as single identity claims to be decided in plaintiffs’ favor (15% versus 31%), 
regardless of their actual demographic characteristics.   
Overall, the findings from the workplace MJA research have been relatively consistent. 
This collective evidence implies that, more often than not, racial/ethnic minority women 
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disproportionately experience a variety of unfavorable employment outcomes (Berdahl & 
Moore, 2006; Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 2008; Cortina et l., 2013; Kim & Zhao, 2014; Landrine et 
al., 1995).  Furthermore, in light of the findings reported by Best et al. (2011), these women may 
also be the least likely to be successful when attemp ing to seek a legal remedy for workplace 
discrimination.            
MJA and employment outcomes for WD.  There has been scant attention paid to how 
other social group identities impact employment outc mes for WD (Nelson & Probst, 2010).  
Most of the existing literature examining the intersection of disability and other social group 
identities has focused on women with disabilities and their experiences with, for example, 
domestic violence (Nosek, Howland, & Young, 1997), dating and romantic relationships (Olkin, 
2003; Rintala, Howland, Nosek, Bennett, Young, Foley, Rossi, & Chanpong, 1997) or healthcare 
access (Nosek, Young, Rintala, Howland, Foley, & Bennett, 1995; Parish & Huh, 2006).  Hence, 
further research is needed to clarify whether employment outcomes for WD differ, depending 
upon their other social group identities, like gendr or race/ethnicity. 
MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) suggests that it is possible that several different group 
identities (e.g., class, sexual orientation, or religious affiliation), may influence job outcomes for
WD.  However, exploring the degree to which either g nder or race/ethnicity affects these 
outcomes for WD may be a fruitful avenue to focus fture research efforts because the extant 
literature has typically shown gender and race/ethnicity to be fundamental in the person 
perception process (Macrae & Bodenhausen, 2001).  Thus, gender and race/ethnicity may 
likewise be important to how WD are viewed in the workplace, which has implications for job 
outcomes.   
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While not often explicitly investigating MJA, the limited existing workplace research on 
the intersection of gender and disability status, sggests that female WD may experience less 
favorable employment outcomes than male WD or NDW of either gender.  For example, a report 
issued by the National Women’s Law Center (2014) indicated that, on average, when working 
full-time, female WD are paid approximately $.67, with female NDW paid around $.77 cents, for 
every dollar earned by male NDW.  When only comparing the average income of male and 
female WD, female WD were still at a disadvantage, as they earned about $.83 cents for each 
dollar paid to male WD.  These figures suggest that, as MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) would 
predict, female WD (i.e., two lower-status social group identities) were at the greatest 
disadvantage in wages, and male NDW (i.e., two higher-status social group identities) had the 
greatest advantage, with wages for male WD (i.e., one l wer-status and one higher-status 
identity) and female NDW (i.e., one lower status and o e higher-status identity) falling in 
between these two extremes. 
Jones, Latreille, and Sloane (2006) conducted a longitudinal study assessing the influence 
of gender and disability (i.e., WD with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, or NDW) 
on wages from 1997-2003, among a large, nationally representative sample of employees in the 
UK.  Their data showed that the gender wage gap increased over time between male and female 
WD.  For women, WD with no work limitations and NDW received comparable earnings over 
time, whereas the wage gap between WD with work limitations and NDW markedly increased, 
reflecting the overall decline in wages for female WD during this same time period.  In contrast, 
for men, the wage gaps between NDW and WD with and without work limitations both 
decreased over the same time period.  The researchers sp culated that these differences may have 
been attributable to male, but not female, WD benefitting from the passage of disability 
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antidiscrimination legislation in the UK.  As the study by Jones et al. (2006) was based on 
British employment data, results may not be reflectiv  of how these processes operate within the 
US labor market.  Furthermore, because wage gaps between males and females within disability 
groups were not examined, the findings cannot clarify whether gender serves to augment the 
effect of disability on wages.  Nevertheless, the findings provide a more detailed understanding 
of how wages for WD, in relation to NDW, may differ within gender groups, and they highlight 
the importance of considering work limitations when assessing employment outcomes for WD. 
The intersection of disability and gender may also reflect occupational segregation by 
gender.  Bell and Klein found that female WD may be more likely than male WD or NDW or 
female NDW to be relegated to lower-quality jobs that confer little to no authority.  After 
manipulating disability type (i.e., paraplegia, epil sy, depression, or NDW), applicant gender, 
and job level (supervisory or non-supervisory) in the resumes of fictitious job applicants of 
unspecified race/ethnicity, Bell and Klein (2001) found a significant three-way interaction 
between disability, gender, and job level on hiring recommendations.  Specifically, in the WD 
(all types aggregated), but not in the NDW, conditions, women were less likely than men to be 
recommended for the supervisory position, but they w re more likely than men to be 
recommended for the non-supervisory job.  These results uggested that female WD may be 
particularly likely to experience barriers to professional advancement.  Because these findings 
were based on laboratory research, it is unclear as to what degree results would generalize to 
actual hiring practices. 
Research indicates that female WD may also have a substantially greater risk of 
victimization on the job than their male counterparts (Armstrong, Koch, Lewis, Hurley, Lewis, & 
McMahon, 2011; Shaw, Chan, & McMahon, 2012).  For instance, Armstrong and her colleagues 
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(2011) evaluated plaintiff characteristics and allegation categories for all Title I ADA 
discrimination cases closed between 1992 and 2008 to determine if there were differences 
between male and female WD in the types of charges that were filed.  Results showed female 
WD filed a significantly greater number of formal charges that alleged workplace harassment or 
intimidation than male WD.  These findings were in line with MJA theory (Ransford, 1980), as 
individuals who had two lower-status identities (i.e., female WD) reported worse outcomes than 
individuals with one lower-status and one higher-status identity (i.e., male WD).  Although, 
contrary to this theory, male WD were significantly more likely than female WD to file charges 
relevant to other important job outcomes, including hiring and promotions.  Hence, as noted by 
Landrine and her colleagues (1995), whether female or male minority group members will be at 
a greater disadvantage may be contingent upon the particular outcomes under consideration.   
Nevertheless, it is likewise possible that female WD may experience more discrimination than 
male WD in hiring and promotions, but are simply less likely to formally report it.  
Unfortunately, the data used by Armstrong et al. (2011) do not allow for clarification of this 
issue, and additional research will thus be needed. 
Shaw and her associates (2012), using the same dataset s Armstrong, et al. (2010), 
sought to determine the likelihood of WD filing formal Title I ADA harassment charges, 
specifically based on the intersection of plaintiffs’ social group identities (i.e., race/ethnicity, 
gender, age, and disability type).  Female WD had a significantly higher rate (13.3%) of filing 
harassment charges than male WD (10.9%), and Hispanics d Native Americans (17% for each) 
were significantly more likely to file these charges than were Whites (12%).  Their analyses 
further enabled the construction of 34 distinct intersectional disability clusters ranked from 
groups who were most likely to groups who were least likely to have filed a harassment charge.  
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The five clusters having the lowest filing rates of formal harassment charges all contained 
Whites or persons of unknown race/ethnicity, with both genders equivalently represented (i.e., 
two clusters apiece for each gender, with gender being unspecified for one cluster).  
Alternatively, the five clusters with the highest filing rates all contained racial/ethnic minorities, 
with four of these five clusters also containing women.  Overall, Native American or Hispanic 
women, who were aged 35 or older, with behavioral disabilities evinced the highest rate of 
harassment charges (26.8%), whereas Whites (gender u specified), aged 16-34 years old, with 
physical disabilities (8%) had the lowest rate (Shaw et al., 2012).  Black and Asian female WD 
were also represented among the five clusters with the highest filing rates. Thus, these findings 
suggest, as congruent with MJA theory (Ransford, 1980), that racial/ethnic minority female WD 
may be disproportionately likely to be targeted for workplace harassment.  
Among younger WD, there may be gender and racial/ethnic group differences in 
employment participation rates, as well as the nature of the jobs initially acquired, after high 
school degree completion (Hasnain & Balcazar, 2009).  Using a large, nationally representative 
sample of young adult WD (i.e., ages 18-26), Hasnain and Balcazar (2009) wanted to determine 
whether WD were mainly being integrated into community-based (i.e., competitive employment) 
or into facility-based (i.e., sheltered employment) jobs.  Findings indicated that White WD were 
almost twice as likely (63.4%) as their Black (36.5%) or Hispanic (32.8%) counterparts to obtain 
community-based jobs after graduation.  The rates of facility-based employment differed little by 
race/ethnicity, with the rate for Blacks (1.9%) being slightly higher than that of Whites (1.5%) or 
Hispanics (0%).  Male WD (in the aggregate) were ovr 1.5 times more likely to have a 
community-based job than female WD.  These race/ethnici y and gender patterns held after 
controlling for a variety of economic and personal characteristics, such as educational 
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attainment, self-reported health, and whether household income was above the poverty level.  
These results demonstrated that White WD, relative to Black or Hispanic counterparts, and male, 
compared to female, WD were much more likely to be competitively employed shortly after high 
school, thereby suggesting that racial/ethnic and gender differences in job outcomes may be 
evident very early in the careers of WD. 
Among more severely impaired individuals, research lso finds that racial/ethnic minority 
WD have lower employment participation rates than White WD (Gary, Ketchum, Arango-
Lasprilla, Kreutzer, Novack, Copolillo, & Deng, 2010; Krause, Saunders, & Staten, 2010).  Gary 
et al. (2010) investigated the odds of competitive employment among WD with moderate to 
acute traumatic brain injury a decade after this disability had been sustained.  After adjusting for 
a number of relevant variables, such as gender, educational attainment, and pre-injury 
employment, it was determined that the odds of being mployed were nearly two and half times 
higher for White WD than for racial/ethnic minority WD (i.e., Blacks, Hispanics, Asians, Pacific 
Islanders, or other race/ethnicity, in the aggregat).   
Data from a large, nationally representative sample of WD with spinal cord injuries were 
mostly consistent with the aforementioned findings reported by Gary et al. (2010).  Specifically, 
Krause and his associates (2010) wanted to assess employment participation rates for WD 
subsequent to incurring a spinal cord injury.  Collectively, 26.8% of these WD were employed, 
but employment participation rates varied substantially by race/ethnicity.  White WD were 
significantly more likely to be employed (33.9%) than their Black (11%) or Hispanic (14.6%) 
counterparts.  This pattern of results held, even after ccounting for the effects of gender, 
educational attainment, and injury severity, among ther characteristics (Krause et al., 2010).  A 
significant gender by race/ethnicity interaction was also found in which Black female WD were 
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more likely to be employed than Black male WD; no differences were found between White or 
Hispanic male and female WD.  These results parallel trends in the broader US labor force, as 
African-Americans are the only racial/ethnic group for whom women are more likely to be 
employed than men (USDOL, 2012).  Specifically, Black women comprise just over half 
(53.8%) of the overall employed Black population in the US.                            
Collectively, there are few studies that take into account how other social group identities 
influence workplace outcomes for WD (Nelson & Probst, 2010).  Research examining the 
intersection of gender and disability has generally produced results that are consistent with MJA 
theory (Ransford, 1980), as this literature has indicated that, with few exceptions, female WD 
may experience poorer job outcomes than male WD, as well as male or female NDW (Bell & 
Klein, 2001; Jones et al., 2006).  The small line of research on the intersection of disability and 
race/ethnicity has shown, consistent with MJA theory, that racial/ethnic minority WD have less 
favorable job outcomes than their White counterparts (Gary et al., 2010; Hasnain & Balcazar, 
2009; Krause et al., 2010).  However, the literature on the intersection of disability and other 
social group identities is incomplete, as few employment outcomes have been evaluated to date. 
Human Capital 
HC theory offers another explanation for the job outc mes of WD and NDW, as 
employment outcomes are also contingent upon HC resou ces, that is, a person’s KSAs and other 
productivity-related factors (e.g., educational attainment, work experience, and health).  Hence, 
differences in HC resources should be taken into acc unt to more fully understand the 
employment outcomes of WD.  In the sections that follow, I provide an overview of HC theory.  
I then discuss the literature that can inform how HC resources may influence job outcomes for 
women, racial/ethnic minorities, and WD. 
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Human capital theory. HC can be defined as the resources people acquire that increase 
their economic productivity (Becker, 1962).  Education and work experience have traditionally 
been considered to be the most important HC resources that people can have, and both are 
positively related to wages and socioeconomic statu (Becker, 1993).  However, any activities 
that serve to enhance individuals’ learning, skills, or health can be considered HC resources 
because of their potential to improve productivity (Schultz, 1961).   
HC theory, which was initially introduced by Becker (1962), assumes a rational labor 
market exists in which people are sorted into the specific occupations and wage levels directly 
corresponding to their individual acquisitions of HC resources.  Greater HC resources are linked 
to obtaining organizational rewards, such as more prestigious jobs and higher incomes (Becker, 
1993).  HC theory posits that people with a higher level of HC resources will have better 
employment outcomes because they have a competitive advantage in the labor market, compared 
to those who have a lower level of these resources.  The logic underlying this idea is that HC 
resources will result in enhanced performance and pro uctivity, which is of substantial economic 
value to organizations.  These expectations for increased productivity then provide the rationale 
for organizations to attach a higher premium to workers with more HC resources (Becker 1975).   
HC theory argues that disparate outcomes can occur through differences in the actual 
levels of HC resources or in differences in the returns on equivalent levels of HC resources.  In 
the former scenario, if employment outcomes are unfavorable for certain groups, it will be 
because members of these groups have a lower level of HC resources, thereby reducing their 
anticipated productivity and performance in relation t  groups with a higher level of HC 
resources (Becker 1975).  The latter scenario indicates discrimination.  Discrimination in this 
case is defined by an average differential in job outc mes between two groups of comparably 
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productive employees: a disadvantaged group, who is subject to prejudice (e.g., women, 
racial/ethnic minorities, or WD), and a reference group, who is not subject to prejudice (e.g., 
men, Whites, or NDW) (Becker, 1971).  In other words, iscrimination occurs when analogous 
levels of HC resources yield returns that differ, depending upon an employee’s social group.   
While HC theory offers two competing explanations for differences in employment 
outcomes, it is important to note that they are not mu ually exclusive.  That is, it is possible for a 
given social group to simultaneously average a lower level of HC resources, while also receiving 
differential returns for comparable resources, relative to another group.  For example, Group A 
may be less likely, on average, to have earned a college degree than Group B, which may lead to 
lower wages for members of Group A.  Yet, at the same time, members of Group A, who have 
earned a college degree, may still have lower mean wages than college-educated members of 
Group B. 
Human capital resources.  There are several different types of HC resources that people 
can potentially acquire.  For example, work experience, a type of HC resource, has a curvilinear 
relationship with wages in that experience will positively affect wages initially, but this effect 
will decline over time as experience increases.  The positive effects of work experience on wages 
have been attributed to training, formal or informal, received at work (Becker, 1962).  This 
training can entail developing skills that are eithr widely applicable across occupations or those 
that are primarily pertinent to the tasks performed within a particular job or organization.  In this 
way, HC resources can be more general in nature or can instead be specific to the firm or 
occupation (Schonberg, 2007).   
General and occupation-specific HC resources are related to positive employment 
outcomes for workers.  Nawakitphaitoon (2014) reported that the first five years of labor market 
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experience (i.e., general HC resources) boosted wages up to 31.2%, while the initial five years of 
tenure in a particular occupation (i.e., occupation-specific HC resources) increased wages up to 
15.4%.  General HC resources favorably influence outcomes because they are applicable across 
jobs.  Conversely, the positive effects of occupation-specific HC resources can either be 
enhanced or constrained depending upon the degree to which these HC resources can be readily 
transferred across jobs (Shaw, 1984).  For example, displaced blue-collar manufacturing workers 
experienced greater occupation-specific HC resource losses than laid-off workers from other 
sectors, given the bigger disparity between their KSAs and those needed for obtaining 
employment within growing areas of the economy, such as the service sector (Ormiston, 2006).   
In turn, these larger KSA mismatches were associated with lower rates of post-displacement re-
employment and lower wages upon re-employment.  In contrast to general or occupation-specific 
HC resources, firm-specific HC resources are germane to predicting productivity and 
performance outcomes at the level of the organization because they cannot be easily transported 
across firms (Crook, Todd, Combs, Woehr, & Ketchen, 2011).   
Educational HC resources have been shown to have a strong, positive relationship with 
wages.  Specifically, each additional year of formal education corresponds to an 11% increase in 
earnings (Rouse & Barrow, 2006).  Typically, the costs (i.e., time, money, and effort) of 
acquiring educational HC resources are incurred at younger ages, while the returns on these 
resources are realized as a person gets older (Becker, 1993).  Substantial differences in lifetime 
earnings can be expected depending upon educational HC resources.  Estimates show college 
graduates earning $1.2 million more and post-graduate professional degree holders earning $3.2 
million more than individuals who only have a high school degree (Day & Newburger, 2002).  
Educational HC resources can enhance general HC resources, as the KSAs gained from 
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schooling can be readily transferred across jobs (Becker, 1993).  Prior research has furthermore 
shown that educational HC is linked to job (in)security.  For instance, in meta-analytic research 
and literature reviews, educational attainment demonstrates a negative association with perceived 
job insecurity (DeWitte, 2005; Naswall & DeWitte, 2003).  It has been speculated that this is 
because being more educated increases one’s value to potential employers, thereby decreasing 
the precariousness of one’s position in the labor market (DeWitte, 2005) and enhancing one’s 
available employment opportunities (Naswall & DeWitte, 2003).  More recent research suggests 
that macroeconomic trends may moderate the relationsh p between educational attainment and 
job insecurity, as job insecurity was higher among less educated workers during economic 
downturns, relative to when the economy was more prosperous (Keim, Landis, Pierce, & 
Earnest, 2014).  This finding implies that educational HC resources may become even more 
valuable in less favorable economic conditions.   
Health-related HC resources can involve, for instance, one’s health status or the types of 
activities one engages in, such as getting regular exe cise, eating healthy foods, and receiving an 
annual physical examination, that can help to maintain or improve one’s health (Becker, 2007).  
Health-related HC resources are associated with employ ent outcomes and economic growth 
because of their impact on worker productivity.  For example, it has been asserted that those with 
a higher level of health-related HC resources, via engaging in regular physical activity, may 
exhibit lower rates of absenteeism and presenteeism (i.e., reduced productivity while one is on 
the job) (Bailey, Hillman, Arent, Petitpas, 2013).  Each additional year of life expectancy in a 
population increases average output by 4% (Bloom, Canning, & Sevilla, 2004).  Health-related 
HC resources have also been positively associated wi h earnings, with a one standard deviation 
improvement in self-reported health corresponding to a wage increase of 3% to 3.5% (Cai, 
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2009).  Health-related HC resources may also influece job outcomes by increasing people’s 
ability to acquire HC resources in other areas, such as education (Bils & Klenow, 2000).  
Because health-related HC resources are connected with longevity, they may also increase the 
returns on educational HC resources (Becker, 2007).  While the early literature on HC resources 
discussed health as being an important productivity-related resource (Schultz, 1961, 1962), this 
topic has received only limited attention in subsequent research (Becker, 2007).  As health-
related HC resources may be especially relevant to employment outcomes for WD (Gilleskie & 
Hoffman, 2014), this gap in the literature precludes a more complete understanding of these 
issues. 
Gender and race/ethnicity differences in human capital.  Longitudinal research 
demonstrates that the gender pay gap has narrowed considerably over time, as women have 
increased their levels of educational attainment and work experience, relative to that of men 
(Goldin, 2014).  Specifically, for cohorts born betw en 1963 and 1978, there was approximately 
90% gender parity in wages after controlling for educational attainment and working time (i.e., 
mean hours worked per week and weeks worked per year), whereas this gender disparity was 
much larger for cohorts born prior to 1963.  Hence, Goldin’s (2014) analysis implies that the 
larger gender pay gaps observed in the past were du to the lower levels of HC resources for 
women, compared to men.  
One factor that may account for some of the remaining d fference in wages between men 
and women is health-related HC resources, although this possibility was not investigated by 
Goldin (2014).  Specifically, women are more likely to report being in fair or poor health than 
men (7.9% vs. 6.6%, respectively) during their prime working years (i.e., 25-44 years old) (CDC, 
2011a).  Gender differences in self-rated health reflect that women actually experience more 
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chronic health conditions than men (Malmusi, Artazcoz, Benach, & Borrell, 2012).  This 
suggests that women may possess fewer health-related HC resources than their male 
counterparts.  If so, it seems reasonable to anticipate that women would have lower earnings than 
men, given the positive association between health-re ated HC resources and wages (Cai, 2009).   
Unfavorable employment outcomes for women may also occur because they have less 
work experience-related HC resources than men.  Specifically, women are more likely than men 
to take temporary leaves from the labor force or reduc  their working hours to have children 
and/or to care for very young children.  Employment participation tends to decrease, overall, for 
college-educated women with children under the age of two, relative to childless counterparts 
(Goldin, 2014).  Among women who worked during their first pregnancy, only 29-40% had 
returned to the job within three months of giving birth, and 20.9% of those who did so worked 
fewer hours than prior to their pregnancy (Laughlin, 2011).  In contrast, new fathers take an 
average of two weeks off after the birth of a child, with a sizeable minority (42%) taking only 
one week or less (Harrington, Van Deusen, Fraone, Eddy, & Haas, 2014).  Mothers also have 
significantly lower salaries than childless women (Correll, Benard, & Paik, 2007).  Furthermore, 
each year women delayed having children was associated with average increases of about 10% in 
earnings and 5% in hours worked, and these effects were even larger for women who were 
highly-educated (college degree or higher) and/or wrking in managerial or professional 
occupations (Miller, 2011).  Given this situation, HC theory implies that women who have 
children may incur larger HC resource losses related to work experience than childless women or 
men.   
Data also show that there may be differences in HC resources between racial/ethnic 
minorities and Whites. For instance, health-related HC resources may differ by race/ethnicity, 
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with Whites (65%) more likely than Blacks (49%) or Hispanics (52%) (Asians were excluded) to 
report being in very good or excellent health (CDC, 2011b).  Asians (11.9%) were less likely 
than Whites (13.3%), whereas African-Americans (23.3%) and Hispanics (28.1%) were more 
likely than Whites, to have rated their health as being fair or poor (CDC, 2013).  Additionally, 
according to the US Census Bureau (2012), there are considerable racial/ethnic disparities in 
educational attainment, with Whites (34%) being much more likely to hold a college or graduate 
degree than Blacks (20%) or Hispanics (14%), althoug  Whites were less likely than Asians 
(50%) to do so.  Taken together, this evidence indicates that Whites generally have higher levels 
of both health- and education-related HC resources than Blacks or Hispanics, but not Asians.   
If Whites have acquired a higher level of HC resources than Blacks or Hispanics, they 
can be expected to have better job outcomes than these latter two groups.  Research seems to 
bear this out, as Whites ($54,000) have self-reportd higher median household incomes than 
their Black ($33,300) or Hispanic ($40,000) counterparts, yet lower household incomes than 
Asians ($66,000) (Pew Research Center, 2013).  Moreove , according to a report issued by the 
Insight Center for Community Economic Development (2009), Whites (8%) experienced lower 
average unemployment rates during the recent US economic recession than did Blacks (13%) 
and Hispanics (11%) and similar unemployment rates s Asians (6%).  HC theory (Becker, 1993) 
suggests that higher unemployment rates may further widen disparities in job outcomes by 
reducing the level of work experience-related HC resources of Black and Hispanic workers.  
Collectively, this research suggests that certain rcial/ethnic minority groups, especially Asians, 
may have more favorable employment outcomes than Whites.  Yet, it is important to note that 
very little research on employment outcomes includes Asian respondents, and findings have thus 
far been mixed and inconsistent across subgroups of A ians.  For example, among highly-
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educated (i.e., college degree or higher) US women, Asians reported significantly lower salaries 
and employment participation rates, as well as more limited supervisory authority, than Whites, 
after controlling for demographic (e.g., region of residence) and academic (e.g., field of study) 
characteristics (Kim & Zhao, 2014).     
As previously discussed, there may be differences in HC resources between men and 
women or between racial/ethnic minorities and Whites that can potentially explain disparities in 
job outcomes.  Nonetheless, there is also evidence that, even when they have similar levels of 
HC resources, women and certain racial/ethnic minorit es may receive lower returns, compared 
to men and Whites, respectively.  Earlier research showed that women earned less income with 
equivalent educational attainment to men (Low & Ormiston, 1991).  Since 2000, women have 
earned degrees at a higher rate than men at every level of education in the US (NCES, 2014).  
For example, in 2013, 37% of women had earned an undergraduate degree or higher, compared 
to 30% of men.  Despite their greater levels of education-related HC resources, women are still 
paid less, on average, than men at every educational level (AAUW, 2015), which strongly 
suggests they are receiving lower returns on their education-related HC resources than men.   
Job tenure was found to reduce variability in men’s, but not women’s, earnings, such that 
there was a positive relationship between job tenur and earnings for men, although not for 
women (Low & Ormiston, 1991).  Similarly, the mean wage boost per year of job tenure was 
15% greater for men than for comparably educated women (Munasinghe, Reif, & Henriques, 
2008).  Thus, research indicates there may be smaller returns for women on work experience-
related HC resources, relative to male counterparts.  
Despite comparable HC resources, differences in employ ent outcomes may still be 
found at the higher ends of the economic spectrum.  For instance, among science and 
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engineering degree holders with similar occupations, work experience, and field of highest 
degree, gender differences in wages, favoring men, remained after controlling for several 
relevant factors, such as employment sector and the institution in which the highest degree was 
earned (USNSF, 2014).  Specifically, college-educated women earned 12% less than male 
counterparts, while women, who had earned masters or doctoral degrees, earned 10% and 9% 
less, respectively.   
James (2000) reported that Black managers received lower returns on their HC resources 
than White managers, which was evidenced by slower rat s of promotion, despite equivalent 
levels of educational attainment and training.  Among employees with a high school degree, 
racial/ethnic differences in income were found, with Blacks earning 6-10% less than Whites 
(Arcidiacono, Bayer, & Hizmo, 2010).  Significant pay gaps have been found between Black and 
White male employees with comparable jobs and job performance ratings (Coleman, 2003).  A 
field experiment in which White, Black, and Hispanic male confederates used identical resume 
qualifications to apply for 171 randomly selected, ntry-level jobs in New York City found that 
Whites (31%) were more likely than either Hispanic (25.2%) or Black (15.2%) applicants to 
receive a job offer or a callback for an interview (Pager, Western, & Bonikowski, 2009).   
An analysis of US Census data on non-Hispanic households (i.e., Asians, Blacks, and 
Whites) showed that, after controlling for HC resources (i.e., educational attainment, health 
status, and age as a proxy for work experience) and other relevant characteristics (i.e., race, head 
of household gender, number of earners in the houseld, occupation, region of residence, 
English language fluency, and US [vs. foreign] born), I dians had household incomes equivalent 
to Whites, whereas Chinese, Vietnamese, Korean, and Filipino households had significantly 
lower incomes than Whites (Sharpe & Abdel-Ghany, 2006).  Only Japanese households had 
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incomes significantly higher than those of Whites, and all Asian subgroups (and Whites) had 
higher household incomes than Blacks.  However, among high-income households, Asians had, 
on average, more earners per household than Whites; this finding suggests that Asians may 
receive lower returns on their HC resources than Whites.    
In sum, the evidence implies that, when matched on relevant productivity characteristics, 
women may still have poorer job outcomes than men, and racial/ethnic minority groups, namely 
African-Americans, Hispanics and most Asian-American subgroups, may have less favorable 
outcomes than Whites.  Hence, unexplained inequalities by gender and race/ethnicity persist, 
even when individuals have analogous levels of HC resources.  These unexplained inequalities 
across groups are consistent with HC theory’s conceptualization of discrimination as involving 
differential returns on comparable HC resources (Becker, 1971). 
Human capital and employment outcomes for WD.  Research suggests that genuine 
differences in HC resources may account for disparate employment outcomes between WD and 
NDW.  WD are less than half as likely as NDW to have  college degree (Kaye, 2010), which 
indicates that, on average, WD have less education-related HC resources than NDW.  
Longitudinal data from the Current Population Survey (CPS) showed that the recent recession 
had a disproportionately larger and more negative impact on employment participation rates for 
WD than for NDW, although these effects were generally not found among WD with at least a 
college degree and/or who worked in higher-skill occupations (Kaye, 2010).  These results were 
consistent with prior research demonstrating that more educated workers tend to experience less 
job insecurity than those with lower levels of educational attainment (DeWitte, 2005; Naswall & 
DeWitte, 2003).  As such, the findings imply that educational HC resources may serve as a 
buffer against poor economic conditions for WD.  However, findings also suggested there may 
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be differential returns on HC resources for WD, relative to NDW, particularly for the less 
educated.  
WD were found to be twice as likely as NDW to change employers and occupations 
(Gilleskie & Hoffman, 2014), indicating they may acquire a lower level of work experience-
related HC resources than NDW.  Yet, after controlling for HC resources and demographic 
characteristics, like educational attainment and region of residence, job tenure was found to have 
different effects on the wages of WD and NDW.  For NDW, each year of tenure with a given 
employer corresponded to a wage increase of $.49 per hour.  In contrast, for WD, each year of 
job tenure was related to a slight wage decrease of approximately half a cent per hour.  
Therefore, wage gaps may be because WD have less job tenure and thus fewer HC resources 
than NDW.  Nevertheless, WD may also receive lower returns when they have equivalent job 
tenure to NDW, which is congruent with potential discr mination.    
It is also possible that WD have lower levels of health-related HC resources than NDW.  
For instance, 68% of NDW reported being in either vry good or excellent health, whereas only 
24% of WD perceived their health status in this positive manner (Loeb, Madans, Weeks, Miller, 
Dahlhamer, & Golden, 2014).  Health-related HC resources may be particularly relevant to wage 
differences between WD with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, and NDW.  
DeLeire (2001) attributed the small portion (3.7%) of the wage gap between WD with no work 
limitations and NDW to discrimination, given his analyses controlled for educational attainment, 
job tenure, age, race/ethnicity, and health status, s well as the effects of functional limitations on 
job demands.  This indicates that wage differences between WD with no work limitations and 
NDW may be due to divergent returns to HC resources.  Conversely, after accounting for 
discrimination, almost half (49.9%) of the remaining unexplained portion of the wage gap 
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between WD with work limitations and NDW was attributed to unobserved health characteristics 
affecting worker productivity (i.e., health-related HC resources).  As such, outcomes for WD 
with work limitations may reflect both disparate returns on, as well as different levels of, HC 
resources, whereas outcomes for WD with no work limitations may indicate differential returns 
on similar HC resources.  Overall, research appears to indicate that, in general, WD may have 
lower levels of health-related HC resources than NDW, and this may especially be the case for 
WD with work limitations.  
The level of HC resources acquired through formal training may have considerable, 
positive effects on earnings for WD (Walls & Dowler, 2015).  Specifically, when measuring 
changes in annual income from initial enrollment in a vocational rehabilitation program until 
program completion among a large, nationally representative sample of WD, the mean increase 
in income post-training was 326% (Walls & Dowler, 2015).  The magnitude of this effect varied 
across 17 disability conditions and ranged from a mini um increase in annual income of 190% 
(from $12,600 to $23,904) for WD with blindness up to a maximum boost of 575% (from $2,916 
to $16,764) for WD with AD/HD or other learning disabilities..  
Social Capital 
SC theory offers another potential explanation for the job outcomes of WD.  Aside from 
KSAs and other productivity-related factors (i.e., HC resources), employment outcomes may 
also be influenced by social capital (SC) resources, which reflect the inherent potential of an 
individual’s network of social connections to assist him or her in achieving instrumental 
objectives (Coleman, 1990).  In the following sections, I review SC theory and then discuss 
relevant research clarifying how job outcomes for wmen, racial/ethnic minorities, and WD may 
be affected by SC resource differences in relation to men, Whites, and NDW, respectively.  I also 
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discuss the substantial overlap in the patterns in employment outcome differences predicted by 
SC and HC theories. 
Social capital theory. SC can be defined as “the aggregate of the actual or potential 
resources, which are linked to possession of a durable network” (Bourdieu, 1986, pp. 248-249).  
Stated alternatively, SC involves the resources, both tangible and intangible, embedded within 
social relationships that can be leveraged by either ndividuals or groups to achieve their personal 
or cooperative goals.  SC resources can be influenced by a variety of factors pertinent to 
maintaining smooth interpersonal interactions, including social skills, trust, reciprocity, 
exchange, obligations, in-groups/out-groups, and norms (Adler and Kwon 2002; Bourdieu 1986; 
Coleman 1988; Lin 1999, 2000; Portes 1998; Putnam 2000).  While SC is a collective resource 
in that it only exists in the connections between pople (Lesser, 2000), the individuals involved 
in such relationships ultimately create and benefit from SC resources.   
HC is theorized to influence employment outcomes through its impact on productivity 
(Becker, 1993).  In contrast, SC theory stipulates that greater levels of or more useful SC will 
improve people’s access to social support and resouces, which results in more favorable 
outcomes, relative to those with lower amounts of or less useful SC (Lin, 1999).  For instance, 
having more valuable SC resources (e.g., social conta ts who occupy central positions within 
organizations) was positively linked to employees’ access to information, resources, and career 
sponsorship (Seibert et al., 2001).  In turn, this better access was related to higher salary and 
career satisfaction, as well as an increased number of promotions.  The power of SC resources to 
facilitate instrumental goal attainment thus lies within the social ties that comprise it.  
The effects of SC resources will vary between individuals or groups, as resources are 
unequally distributed across social networks (Bourdieu, 1985; Putnam, 2000).  One important 
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consequence of this inequity is that workers will have differential access to information about 
potential job opportunities.  According to SC theory, the availability of more and/or higher-
quality information within a social network will result in labor market advantages (Coleman, 
1990).  Likewise, the converse would be expected, such that a deficit in the amount and/or value 
of information within a social network will be detrimental to employment outcomes because 
workers may not be apprised of knowledge inaccessible through more formal channels (Uzzi, 
1999).     
Like HC theory (Becker, 1962, 1971, 1975, 1993), SC theory indicates that group 
differences in employment outcomes can occur through two competing, but not mutually 
exclusive, avenues.  In one possible scenario, members of one group may have a greater level of 
SC resources than members of another group.  Alternatively, when SC resources are comparable 
between groups, one group may receive higher returns on those resources than another group, 
which signifies discrimination.  The former situation is known as capital deficits, whereas the 
latter has been termed return deficits (Lin, 2001). 
Social capital resources. The strength of the relationships within a social network may 
influence the value of the SC resources that can be gen rated (Granovetter, 1973).  Strong ties 
entail relationships, such as those with friends, close colleagues, or family members, which are 
characterized by frequent contact and deep emotional involvement between interaction partners.  
Therefore, stronger social ties may facilitate greater ccess to social and emotional support.  
Strong ties are largely formed based upon actual (or perceived) similarities among people, and, 
as such, there is greater trust between those for wh m there are strong ties (Putnam, 2000).  
Strong ties can induce social closure, that is, the exclusion of others not deemed to be part of the 
in-group.  When based on distinctions, like gender or race/ethnicity, social closure may have the 
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negative effect of exacerbating inequalities between groups (Norris & Inglehart, 2006).  
However, social closure may be advantageous to in-group members in that it can reduce the risks 
inherent to cooperating with others, thereby increasing the likelihood of positive outcomes in 
social or economic transactions (Coleman, 1990).  
Weak ties are defined by relationships, such as thoe with acquaintances, having less 
recurrent contact or emotional involvement between th  parties (Granovetter, 1973).  It has been 
posited that weaker ties will provide people with more access to unique knowledge (Granovetter, 
1973).  In contrast, because of the similarity among individuals with strong ties, these closer 
relationships will be more likely to offer information that is redundant.  Weak ties also serve a 
bridging function by linking together multiple social networks comprised of strongly-tied 
individuals (Putnam, 2000).  Similarly, the breadth of an individual's social network may be 
relevant to employment outcomes, as a larger variety of information can potentially be gleaned 
from a social network that has a more diverse array of contacts (Granovetter, 1973).  Essentially, 
a broader social network will provide workers with information about career opportunities that 
span more diverse jobs, departments, organizations, industries, and geographic locales than 
would otherwise be available from a social network with primarily closer ties.  Thus, weaker, 
more varied social ties may have considerable value for career advancement because they have 
an increased likelihood of conveying novel information to workers.        
SC resources may be vital for those who are seeking employment, as social network 
contacts can not only help increase the efficiency of the job search process but can also boost the 
chances that the new position will be a good fit with applicants’ skills and interests (Aguilera & 
Massey, 2003).  An economic analysis of the effect of weak ties on earnings indicated that a 
higher proportion of weak ties in a social network related to increases in the reservation wage 
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(i.e., the minimum pay rate a worker will accept to perform a given job), which positively 
influenced workers’ future earnings (Montgomery, 1992).  However, it would be a mistake to 
discount the value of stronger social ties, as people ften pre-screen employment opportunities 
they come across to reserve information about the more desirable jobs for their friends and 
family members (Aguilera and Massey, 2003).  Research therefore suggests that SC resources 
acquired from both weak and strong ties are important for enhancing labor market participation 
and improving the quality of the jobs available to w rkers. 
SC resources may also have implications for workplace victimization.  For example, 
female supervisors reported in interviews that experiencing sexual harassment was often 
preceded by social isolation at work (McLaughlin, Uggen, & Blackstone, 2012).  This suggests 
fewer social connections (i.e., a lower level of SC resources) may increase one’s vulnerability to 
workplace harassment.  Additionally, employees with social network connections that allowed 
them direct access to informal sources of organization l power (i.e., a higher level of SC 
resources) were less likely than those without such influential connections to report being 
victimized at work (Lamertz & Aquino, 2004).  This idea is consistent with prior research that 
showed lower-status organization members were typically more susceptible to workplace 
bullying (Roscigno et al., 2009).   
Gender and race/ethnicity differences in social capital.  While not always explicitly 
stated, it sometimes appears to be tacitly assumed that SC resources operate in an analogous 
fashion, irrespective of individuals’ positions within the social hierarchy (DeGraaf and Flap 
1988; Coleman 1988, 1990).  However, the influence of SC resources on employment outcomes 
may be quite variable, depending upon social group distinctions, especially gender and 
race/ethnicity.  Specifically, SC resources may differentially impact the employment outcomes 
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of women and racial/ethnic minorities, relative to men and Whites, because of capital deficits, 
return deficits, or a combination of these two factors (Lin, 2001).   
To reiterate, capital deficits involve women and racial/ethnic minorities receiving 
unfavorable employment outcomes because they have less access than White men to higher-
status, more influential social ties (Lin, 2001).  This is a logical possibility, given that the social 
networks of White men were found to consist of a greater number of higher-status, White male 
contacts than the networks of women and racial/ethnic minorities (McDonald, 2011a).   
Furthermore, other research shows that Black, Hispan c, nd female Masters of Business 
Administration (MBA) degree holders were less likely than their White male counterparts to 
become the protégés of higher-status, White male mentors (Dreher & Cox, 1996).  These 
differences in SC resources have important implications for job mobility.  For example, 
McDonald (2011a) reported that, compared to the social network contacts of women and 
racial/ethnic minorities, members of White males’ networks received twice as many unsolicited 
job leads. Taken together, these findings highlight the superior amount of employment 
information available to White men via their SC resources, as well as the potential capital 
deficits experienced by their female and racial/ethnic minority counterparts. 
The gendered nature of SC resources may potentially create capital deficits that 
negatively affect employment outcomes for women.  Research has shown that women typically 
establish more ties with close family and friends, whereas men’s social ties are more frequently 
work-related (Parks-Yancy, DiTomaso, & Post, 2008).  Similarly, women tend to acquire more 
SC resources than men that have little direct market value (Leeves & Herbert, 2014).  
Additionally, the SC resources of women are often characterized by affective bonds relevant to 
providing emotional support to others (Wellman & Frank, 2001).  Conversely, men’s SC 
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resources are distinguished by their usefulness in furthering instrumental objectives.  Therefore, 
compared to men, women’s SC resources may be much less pertinent to securing valuable 
employment-related information. 
Racial/ethnic minorities may have lower levels of SC resources at their disposal than 
Whites.  For instance, Smith (2005) reported that neither strong nor weak ties facilitated job 
mobility among working poor Blacks.  Essentially, SC resources did not facilitate professional 
advancement for these workers because the overwhelming ajority of their social contacts were 
unable to provide any information about higher-quality job opportunities.  Smith’s (2005) 
findings underscore how capital deficits can perpetuate the cycle of poverty among the most 
disadvantaged social groups.  Yet, even for racial/ethnic minorities in higher-status positions, 
capital deficits may negatively affect employment ou c mes.  For example, Black managers, on 
average, had fewer SC resources (i.e., both the number and quality of workplace social ties) than 
White managers, which led to receiving less psychosocial support on the job (James, 2000).  
Additionally, Ibarra (1995) found that high-potential White managers had a larger number of 
close, high-status social ties, as well as greater ov lap between their social and work-related 
network contacts, than high-potential Black managers, which was associated with higher rates of 
promotion for the former, compared to the latter.  Yet, high-potential Black managers still had 
slower advancement rates than White counterparts with similar levels of SC resources, 
suggesting that both capital deficits and return deficits influence job outcomes.    
Smaller capital deficits in SC resources are associated with better employment outcomes. 
Particularly, employment rates were four times higher for Blacks who had at least one friend in a 
leadership position (Aguilera 2002).  The number of contacts within a social network was 
positively associated with the amount of hours worked, as Aguilera (2002) reported that Blacks 
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with more than six friends worked 17% more hours than those with fewer social ties.  Among 
formerly undocumented Mexican immigrants, those whosolicited help from their US-based 
friends and family members (i.e., higher-status, stronger ties) to find employment had 
significantly longer job tenure than those who instead relied upon more formal means of 
obtaining a job, such as responding to an advertisement or applying directly to an employer 
(Aguilera, 2003).  These findings imply that SC and HC resources operate in a complementary 
fashion to influence employment outcomes. 
Other than capital deficits, SC resources can also have a varying influence on 
employment outcomes through return deficits, which o cur when comparable SC resources 
generate different outcomes for White men, women, and r cial/ethnic minorities (Lin, 2001).  
Return deficits can manifest in a number of ways.  First, there may be discrepancies in how well 
White men, women, and racial/ethnic minorities are able to leverage their SC resources.  This 
type of return deficit may potentially be exacerbated by occupational segregation.  The 
segregation of occupations by gender and race/ethnicity has persisted over time and has resulted 
in women and racial/ethnic minorities, more often than not, being relegated to lower-status 
occupations, while White male counterparts are more likely to occupy higher-status jobs 
(Tomaskovic-Devey, Zimmer, Stainback, Robinson, Taylor, & McTague, 2006).  As such, 
having more White male contacts within their social networks may improve the level of SC 
resources for women and racial/ethnic minorities.   
Supporting this idea, the SC resources of women and r cial/ethnic minority groups lead 
to greater professional advancement when their social networks were comprised of more White 
male contacts (Day & McDonald, 2010). Longitudinal research shows that slower rates of 
promotion for women were linked to having fewer work-related male contacts earlier in their 
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careers (McDonald & Mair, 2010).  Additionally, female and Black employees were much more 
likely to survive an organizational downsizing if they had established close ties with higher-
status, White male peers within the firm (Parks-Yancy, 2004).  This finding implies that having 
these close, higher-status contacts can protect female and racial/ethnic minority workers from 
company layoffs.  If this is the case, these SC resources may increase the job security of women 
and racial/ethnic minority workers who have such social ties.      
Having more women and racial/ethnic minorities within a social network may be unlikely 
to improve the level of SC resources of White males.  This is a function of the former groups 
being expected to have less access than White men to higher-quality jobs or valuable information 
about employment opportunities.  This seems to be a logical assumption, as the SC resources of 
White men, in contrast to those of women or racial/ethnic minorities, were found to be more 
useful for obtaining favorable employment outcomes when there was greater homophily among 
their social network contacts (Day & McDonald, 2010).   
A US Senate report on corporate diversity among Fortune 500 firms estimated that 
approximately 70% of all corporate board and executive team members were White men 
(Menendez, 2010).  Because the upper ranks of most organizations are comprised of White men, 
SC theory (Lin, 2001) indicates that their powerful positions would thus enable these individuals 
to convey more valuable information to their contacts.  Ragins (1997) argues that such power 
inequities within organizations may diminish female nd racial/ethnic minority workers’ access 
to mentoring and career sponsorship by these senior-level employees.  This suggests that 
differences in organizational power and access to mentoring relationships with centrally-situated 
White males within organizations may contribute to both the social network homogeneity and 
greater value of White males’ SC resources, compared to those of women or racial/ethnic 
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minorities.  Nevertheless, there may be differences in returns on mentoring-related SC resources, 
even among employees at the highest organizational levels.  Specifically, mentoring was found 
to be negatively related to the career advancement of successful women (defined as a 
combination of organizational level and salary), whereas it was weakly and positively associated 
with the career advancement of successful men (Lyness & Thompson, 2000).               
Return deficits may also occur if influential contacts put forth less effort when assisting 
women and/or racial/ethnic minorities than when helping White men (Lin, 2001).  This is 
thought to be a function of higher-status groups esch wing relationships with lower-status groups 
because the latter will have fewer resources to offer within social exchanges (Coleman, 1988).  
For example, men may benefit more from their SC resources than women, as research has found 
that SC was positively related to being informally recruited into new jobs for men, but did not 
facilitate job entry for women with an equivalent level of SC resources (McDonald, 2011b).  
Furthermore, while years of education and the level of SC resources are positively related, this 
effect was found to be stronger for men than for women (Nieminen, Martelin, Koskinen, 
Simpura, Alanen, Harkanen, & Aromaa, 2008).  Similarly, the positive association between 
educational attainment and SC resources was stronger for Whites than for Asians (i.e., Chinese 
or Indian) working in US technology firms, which led to Asian employees receiving lower 
evaluations of career potential than their White colleagues (Friedman & Krackhardt, 1997).  
Even though prior research has found SC resources to be highly beneficial for White men’s job 
mobility (McDonald, 2011a, 2011b), SC resources only had a nominal effect on career 
advancement (i.e., number of promotions, managerial l ve , and annual compensation) for 
highly-educated Black men (Johnson & Eby, 2011).   
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Return deficits can also operate if organizational gatekeepers view SC resources in a 
more positive light when these social ties advantage White men, rather than when women or 
racial/ethnic minorities will stand to benefit (Lin, 2001).  For instance, MBAs with White male 
mentors enjoyed a boost in compensation of $16,840 over those with female or racial/ethnic 
minority mentors (Dreher & Cox, 1996).  The compensation of MBAs who were the protégés of 
female or racial/ethnic minority mentors did not differ from that of MBAs without mentors.  
Higher-status social network contacts had a positive effect on job applicants’ pay, compared to 
when applicants did not have influential social ties (Kmec & Trimble, 2009).  However, this 
effect differed by the race/ethnicity of the social contact.  When higher-status contacts were 
either Black or Hispanic, their influence on pay was stronger when they were not employed by 
the same organization as the job applicant (i.e., organizational outsiders).  Conversely, influential 
White social contacts had a greater affect on pay when employed within the same organization as 
applicants (i.e., organizational insiders).  Kmec and Trimble (2009) further demonstrated that, 
regardless of organizational insider or outsider statu , influential Black or Hispanic social 
contacts had the most beneficial effect on applicants’ pay when hiring managers were unaware of 
these contacts’ race/ethnicity.  Taken together, thse findings suggest that return deficits are 
disproportionately associated with the SC resources of women and racial/ethnic minority groups, 
relative to the SC resources of male and White counterparts, respectively.   
Social capital and employment outcomes for WD.  There is currently a dearth of literature 
on how SC resources influence employment outcomes and c reer advancement opportunities for 
WD (Kulkarni, 2012).  It has been speculated that WD may have smaller, more homogenous 
social networks comprised of contacts that are primarily unemployed, underemployed, or 
working in lower-status jobs (Langford, Lengnick-Hall, & Kulkarni, 2013).  Should this be the 
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case, the SC resources of WD will be unlikely to prvide useful information about finding 
employment, generally, and about higher-quality jobs, specifically.  Moreover, even WD holding 
professional or managerial jobs have reported receiving nsufficient social support from 
supervisors and colleagues (Wilson-Kovacs, Ryan, Haslam, & Rabinovich, 2008).  A national 
poll conducted by Harris Interactive (2010b) showed that US adults with disabilities were more 
likely to live alone and less likely to participate in social and community activities than non-
disabled adults.  Ultimately, social isolation, both in the community and on the job, may serve to 
preclude WD from developing a higher level of SC resources, via both stronger and weaker ties, 
that could help them to secure gainful employment and opportunities for professional 
advancement.    
The few studies that empirically examined the effects of SC resources on employment 
outcomes for WD have generally highlighted the importance of stronger social ties.  For 
instance, among highly-educated, severely impaired WD, the number of informal social ties with 
uncompensated supporters, such as friends and relatives, was positively associated with job 
retention for adults with psychiatric disabilities nrolled in supported employment programs 
(Roberts, Murphy, Dolce, Spagnolo, Gill, Lu, & Librera, 2010).  In contrast, there was a negative 
relationship between social ties with formal, paid supporters (e.g., counselors) and the number of 
days WD worked over the course of a year.  Neither info mal nor formal ties were related to the 
salary of WD, which suggests there may be limited returns on SC resources for WD.  Of note, 
participants in the Roberts et al. (2010) study were more educated (i.e., over two-thirds of 
participants had at least some college education) and acutely impaired than the broader 
population of WD, which reduces the generalizability of these findings.  Yet, the results may still 
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provide some insight into how SC resources can improve employment participation among 
certain WD with work limitations.         
One recent experimental study focused on how SC resou ces affected wages for WD and 
NDW (Phillips, Robison, & Kosciulek, 2014).  This study involved a simulated hiring scenario 
in which disability (type unspecified) and the strength of social ties were manipulated, and 
undergraduate participants were asked to decide the starting hourly wage for a fictitious job 
candidate.  Results demonstrated that higher hourly wages were awarded when the candidate was 
portrayed as being either a close friend of the participant or a complete stranger recommended by 
a close friend of the participant.  These higher hourly wages essentially boosted annual earnings 
by $1,500 and $800, respectively.  In contrast, lower hourly wages were granted when social ties 
to the candidate were characterized as either non-existent (i.e., a total stranger or someone 
referred for the job by a local state agency) or negative (i.e., someone disliked by the 
participant), with the lowest hourly wages, overall, warded in the latter situation.  This pattern 
of results occurred, irrespective of whether the fictitious candidate was described as WD or 
NDW.  Because the target job was an office clerk position with an hourly pay rate ranging from 
$8.50 to $11.50, it is unknown whether these results would generalize to a broader array of 
occupations.  Nevertheless, the findings reported by Phillips et al. (2014) underscore the 
importance of stronger social ties for increasing the wages of WD and support the notion that the 
economic value of SC resources for WD can be objectively quantified. 
The sparse empirical evidence indicates that stronger social ties may garner more 
favorable employment outcomes for WD, at least within certain jobs (Phillips et al., 2014) and 
among some of the most seriously work-limited WD (Roberts et al., 2010).  However, it has been 
argued that, to enable WD to access information about higher-quality employment opportunities, 
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their social networks should ideally include a larger number of weaker, more diverse ties, 
especially with those individuals having influential positions within organizations (Langford et 
al., 2013).  It is nonetheless possible that simply holding a job will increase the number of 
weaker ties, as employed WD were, on average, 10% more likely than unemployed WD to report 
taking part in meetings with professional, civic, and other social groups on a regular basis 
(Schur, 2002).  These findings highlight the potential worth of employment for building the SC 
resources of WD.   
SC resources alone will likely be insufficient for producing better employment outcomes 
for WD.  While the ‘invisible hand’ of SC may be integral in allowing informal access to useful 
job-related information (Lin, 2000), employment outcomes are also contingent upon KSAs and 
other productivity-related factors (i.e., HC resources), such as educational attainment, work 
experience, and health.  In other words, to more fully understand the employment outcomes of 
marginalized social groups, like WD, career-related capital must be construed broadly to 
encompass both SC and HC resources.  
Overview and Hypotheses 
 In this section, I provide a brief summary and integration of the theories that comprise the 
foundation for my study. I then present hypotheses based upon this integrated framework. 
Based upon the Nagi model of disablement (1991), a work disability occurs when a 
person’s functional limitations interfere with the p rformance of a specific job, suggesting one 
potential explanation for the job outcomes for WD.  The presence of a work limitation (vs. no 
work limitation) has been associated with unfavorable job outcomes in the limited prior research 
(Baldwin & Choe, 2014a, 2014b; Burkhauser et al., 2002; DeLeire, 2001), indicating this 
distinction should also be made when comparing the job outcomes of WD to those of NDW.  
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Research on MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) suggests tha  employment outcomes for WD may also 
differ, depending upon other personal characteristics, l ke gender or race/ethnicity.  This line of 
research implies that outcomes for WD, overall, will be less favorable than NDW because the 
former group is lower in social status than the latter group.  MJA theory further indicates that 
outcomes will be worse for WD who have a secondary evalued (i.e., lower-status) social 
identity (e.g., female or racial/ethnic minority), compared to WD who have a secondary 
privileged (i.e., higher-status) social identity (e.g., male or White).   
HC (Becker, 1962, 1971, 1975, 1993) and SC theories (Coleman, 1988, 1990; Lin, 1999, 
2000, 2001) predict that individuals who have a higher level of HC and SC resources will have 
better employment outcomes.  Accordingly, HC (e.g., educational attainment, work experience, 
and health) and SC (e.g., number and quality of social connections) resources have been shown 
to be positively related to a variety of employment ou comes, including, but not limited to, 
earnings and promotions (Becker, 1993; Seibert et al., 2001).   
HC and SC theories lead to predictions that WD willexperience less favorable 
employment outcomes than NDW in one of two opposing, but not mutually exclusive, ways. The 
first scenario, known as differential acquisitions or capital deficits, involves worse outcomes for 
WD because they have lower levels of HC and/or SC resources than NDW.  This view suggests 
that similar employment outcomes for WD and NDW canbe expected if both groups have 
comparable levels of HC and SC resources.  Evidence of differential acquisitions or capital 
deficits will thus indicate that different levels of resources explain the negative job outcomes 
experienced by WD.  In contrast, the second scenario for unfavorable job outcomes, called 
differential returns or return deficits, occurs when equivalent HC and/or SC resources differ in 
their utility across social groups, such that some groups receive greater benefits than others. 
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Based on this perspective, even when both groups have comparable levels of HC and SC 
resources, WD can be anticipated to have worse job outcomes than NDW.  Evidence supporting 
differential returns or return deficits would essentially indicate that discrimination is playing a 
role in employment outcomes.        
Based on ideas and empirical findings from these div rse streams of theory and research, 
I propose the following hypotheses and research questions:    
H1: WD with work limitations have a lower level of (H1a) HC resources and (H1b) SC 
resources than either WD with no work limitations or NDW. 
RQ1: Are there differences between WD with no work limitations and NDW in the levels 
of (RQ1a) HC resources and (RQ1b) SC resources? 
H2: HC resources relate positively to (H2a) annual compensation and (H2b) 
employment status and relate negatively to (H2c) workplace harassment and (H2d) job 
insecurity. 
H3: SC resources relate positively to (H3a) annual compensation and (H3b) employment 
status and relate negatively to (H3c) workplace harassment and (H3d) job insecurity. 
H4: HC resources mediate the relationship between disability status and (H4a) annual 
compensation, (H4b) employment status, (H4c) workplace harassment, and (H4d) job 
insecurity. 
H5: SC resources mediate the relationship between disability status and (H5a) annual 
compensation, (H5b) employment status, (H5c) workplace harassment, and (H5d) job 
insecurity. 
H6: Gender moderates the relationship between disabilty status and (H6a) HC resources, 
such that men have higher levels of these resources than women.  After accounting for 
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these moderated effects, the relationship between HC resources and (H6b) annual 
compensation, (H6c) employment status, (H6d) workplace harassment, and (H6e) job 
insecurity differs by gender, such that men have more favorable returns on HC resources 
(i.e., better outcomes) than women.  
H7: Gender moderates the relationship between disabilty status and (H7a) SC resources, 
such that men have higher levels of these resources than women.  After accounting for 
these moderated effects, the relationship between SC resources and (H7b) annual 
compensation, (H7c) employment status, (H7d) workplace harassment, and (H7e) job 
insecurity differs by gender, such that men have more favorable returns on SC resources 
than women. 
H8: Race/ethnicity moderates the relationship between disability status and (H8a) HC 
resources, such that non-Hispanic Whites have higher lev ls of these resources than 
racial/ethnic minorities (i.e., Hispanics or non-Hispanic Blacks).  After accounting for 
these moderated effects, the relationship between HC resources and (H8b) annual 
compensation, (H8c) employment status, (H8d) workplace harassment, and (H8e) job 
insecurity differs by race/ethnicity, such that non-Hispanic Whites have more favorable 
returns on HC resources (i.e., better outcomes) than racial/ethnic minorities. 
H9: Race/ethnicity moderates the relationship between disability status and (H9a) SC 
resources, such that non-Hispanic Whites have higher lev ls of these resources than 
racial/ethnic minorities.  After accounting for these moderated effects, the relationship 
between SC resources and (H9b) annual compensation, (H9c) employment status, (H9d) 
workplace harassment, and (H9e) job insecurity differs by race/ethnicity, such that non-
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Hispanic Whites have more favorable returns on SC resources than racial/ethnic 
minorities. 
The patterns of relationships I predicted are consistent with moderated mediation models 
in which the mediated effects on an outcome variable re dependent upon the level of one or 
more moderator variables (Edwards & Lambert, 2007).  A visual depiction of my final model is 
shown in Figure 1.  As portrayed in this figure, the paths from the independent variable (IV; i.e., 
disability status: WD with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, and NDW) to the 
mediating variables (i.e., HC resources and SC resources) show the direct effects of the IV on the 
mediator variables (Hypothesis 1 and Research Question 1).  The path extending from the 
mediating variables to the DVs (i.e., earnings, employment, workplace harassment, and job 
insecurity) indicates that the mediating variables have direct effects on the DVs (Hypotheses 2-
3).  The path from the IV to the DVs signifies that the IV is indirectly related to the DVs via the 
mediating variables (Hypotheses 4-5).  The lines from the moderating variables (i.e., gender and 
race/ethnicity) to the path from the IV to the mediating variables reflect the interaction of the IV 
and the moderating variables on the mediating variables, and the paths from the moderating 
variables to the lines extending from the mediating variables to the DVs represent the interaction 
between the moderators and the mediating variables on the DVs (Hypotheses 6-9).  After 
accounting for the former interaction effects, which reflect different levels of HC and SC 
resources (i.e., capital deficits), the indirect effects of these resources are expected to be 
influenced by the latter interaction, which represent  differential returns on these resources (i.e., 
return deficits). 
  
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  60 
 
Chapter 3: Methods 
Participants and Procedures 
My final sample (n=3,887) included US workers who met the following criteria: (1) aged 
18-64 (to ensure adults were of working age and not retired from the workforce), (2) US citizen 
(to control for immigrant status as a potential explanation for observed outcomes), and (3) fluent 
in English (to control for English language facility as a possible explanation for observed 
outcomes).  WD with work limitations represented 10.6% and WD with no work limitations 
comprised 8.6% of workers in the overall sample.  Just over half (55.4%) of workers in my 
sample were female.  A little less than two-thirds of participants (65.2%) self-identified as White 
[non-Hispanic], with 16.7%, 11.6%, 3.8%, and 2.7% self-identifying as Black [non-Hispanic], 
Hispanic, Asian [non-Hispanic], or Other race/ethnicity [non-Hispanic Native American, 
Alaskan Native, Pacific Islander, or Other], respectively (Table 1).  
Data source. The current study used Integrated Health Interview S ries (IHIS) microdata 
provided by the Minnesota Population Center and State Health Access Data Assistance Center.  
The IHIS datasets are created by harmonizing the public se datasets from the US National 
Health Interview Survey (NHIS).  The IHIS datasets are freely available to the public online 
(www.ihis.us).     
The NHIS is an annual, cross-sectional survey of the US non-institutionalized civilian 
population that is conducted for the Centers for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) by the 
National Center for Health Statistics (NCHS).  The NHIS uses a combination of stratification, 
clustering, and multistage sampling to select participating households.  Oversampling from 
among the Black, Hispanic, and Asian populations is done to better determine the health-related 
characteristics of these racial/ethnic minority groups.  Data are collected using computer-assisted 
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personal interviews conducted in respondents’ homes.  The NHIS includes four standard 
modules.  The household and family modules include questions about health-related and socio-
demographic information from all members of a sampled household.  The sample child and 
sample adult modules collect additional data from one randomly selected child (if applicable) 
and adult, respectively, from within each sampled household.  Further information about the 
NHIS, such as the specific questionnaires used for each year, can be found on the NCHS website 
(http://www.cdc.gov/nchs/).   
The current study used data collected for the 2010 NHIS, as this was the only year in 
which data were collected for all of the relevant study variables.  The 2010 NHIS sample was 
comprised of 89,976 individuals from 34,329 households.  A total of 27,157 adults (aged ≥ 18) 
completed the sample adult module, yielding a final response rate of 60.8% (NCHS, 2011). 
Approximately one quarter of the adult respondents chosen to complete the sample adult module 
in the 2010 NHIS were randomly selected to answer supplemental questions about their quality 
of life, and thus provided the data needed for the present study (N=6,209).      
My study additionally incorporated data from the Occupational Information Network 
(O*Net).  O*Net, which is sponsored by the US Department of Labor, was created to replace the 
older Dictionary of Occupational Titles (DOT).  O*Net contains detailed data, including, but not 
limited to, the qualifications and job descriptions corresponding to most jobs in the US.  O*Net 
data are freely available to the public online (www.onetonline.org/).      
 The NHIS asks employed participants to report the typ of job they have.  In the IHIS 
datasets, these responses have been converted into their corresponding Standard Occupational 
Classification (SOC) codes reflecting major and minor occupational categories.  I used these 
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SOC codes to link each respondent’s self-reported job with data on occupational requirements 
from O*Net.    
Measures 
In the current study, the main study variables were measured using self-reported data 
from the 2010 NHIS for HC resources (i.e., educational attainment, tenure, general work 
experience, and health status), SC resources (i.e., social activity engagement and social 
relationship satisfaction), and job outcomes (i.e., earnings, employment status, workplace 
harassment, and job insecurity).  Measures of job qualifications (i.e., educational attainment, 
training, and work-related interpersonal contact) were taken from O*Net to complement the self-
reported NHIS data.  The specific measures I used for my study are discussed below (Appendix 
A).   
Employment status. Employment status for each participant was assessed by the NHIS 
question, “Which of the following were you doing last week?”  Participants who responded with 
either “working for pay at a job or business” or “with a job or business, but not at work,” were 
considered to be employed (coded “1”).  Those who responded with either “looking for work” or 
“not working at a job or business and not looking for work” were considered to be unemployed 
(coded “0”). 
Annual compensation.  Annual compensation was measured for employed partici nts 
with the NHIS question, “What is your best estimate of your earnings before taxes and 
deductions from all jobs and businesses in the last calendar year?”  The original values from the 
NHIS were harmonized and re-coded within the IHIS datasets, such that earnings are reported in 
categories ranging from 1 ($1 to $4999) to 11 ($75,000 and over), separated by increments of 
$5,000.   
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Workplace harassment.  This variable was assessed for employed participants by the 
NHIS item, “During the past 12 months, were you threatened, bullied, or harassed by anyone 
while on the job?”  “Yes” (coded “1”) or “no” (code “0”) were the response options for this 
question.  While workplace harassment has been measured in prior studies using multiple item 
scales (Einarsen et al., 1994, 2009), the single item I used overlaps with these measures.  For 
example, Einarsen and colleagues (1994) assessed workplace harassment among several 
thousand union and trade federation members using a three-item measure.  One item assessed the 
extent to which bullying was perceived to be a problem in the workplace and for the respondent; 
another item inquired as to whether the respondent had observed anybody being bullied at work 
in the prior six months.  The third item used by Einersen et al. (1994) was fairly consistent with 
the measure used in the present study, as this item asked: “Have you been subjected to bullying 
at the workplace during the last six months?”   
  Job insecurity. Employed participants’ subjective perceptions of job insecurity were 
measured with a single item in reference to their cur ent or most recently held job: “I am/was 
worried about becoming unemployed.” Response options f r this NHIS question ranged from 1 
(strongly agree) to 4 (strongly disagree).  This approach was consistent with prior research that 
conceptualized job insecurity as reflecting the subjective fear of losing one’s job and measured 
this construct with a single item (Strazdins, D’Souza, Lim, Broom, & Rodgers, 2004).  Other 
researchers have used multi-item measures to assess job in ecurity, conceptualized as the 
perceived threat of job loss (Mauno, Leskinen, & Kinnunen, 2005).  For instance, the single-item 
measure I used is comparable to one of the items contained in the four-item measure of job 
insecurity used by Mauno and colleagues (2005).  Specifically, the item most closely aligned 
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with the item used in my study asked participants to ra e their agreement with the following 
statement: “I am worried about the possibility of being fired.”  
Disability status.  Disability status was determined using a combinatio  of two measures 
in the NHIS.  First, to ascertain the presence of a dis bility, a version of the Six-Question 
Sequence on Disability (6QS), which is the measure of disability required within all US 
government population surveys (USDHHS, 2011), was used.  The 6QS was designed to assess 
the presence of visual, auditory, cognitive, mobility, self-care, and independent-living 
disabilities. To be classified as WD for this study, participants must have responded either “a lot 
of difficulty” or “cannot do at all” to any of the following 6QS items: (1) for auditory disability, 
“Do you have difficulty hearing, even when using a hearing aid?”  (2) For visual disability, “Do 
you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasses?”  (3) For cognitive disability, “Do you have 
difficulty remembering or concentrating?”  (4) For mobility disability, “Do you have any 
difficulty walking or climbing steps?”  (5) For self-care disability, “Do you have difficulty with 
self-care, such as washing all over or dressing?”  To have an independent living disability, 
participants must have responded “yes” to the sixth question, “Because of a physical, mental, or 
emotional problem, do you need the help of other persons in handling routine needs, such as 
everyday household chores, doing necessary business, shopping, or getting around for other 
purposes?”  
The second measure determined whether or not the respondent had a work limitation.  An 
affirmative response to the item, “Are you limited in the kind or amount of work you can do 
because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem?” indicated that the respondent was work-
limited.  Prior research demonstrated that the 6QS items and the work limitations question reflect 
different sub-populations of WD (Burkhauser, Fisher, Houtenville, & Tennant, 2012a, 2012b).   
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Based upon the approach taken by Burkhauser and his colleagues (2002, 2012a, 2012b), 
for the present study, WD with work limitations were those participants who responded in the 
affirmative to the work limitations item, irrespective of how they answered any of the 6QS 
disability questions.  WD with no work limitations were those participants who responded “no” 
to the work limitations question; however, they must have also responded in the affirmative to 
the independent living disability item from the 6QS or reported “a lot of difficulty” or “cannot do 
at all” on any of the other five 6QS items. NDW were those participants who responded “no” to 
both the independent living disability item from the 6QS and the work limitations question; they 
must have also reported “no difficulty” in response to all five of the remaining 6QS questions 
that referred to visual, auditory, cognitive, mobility, and self-care disabilities.  
To ensure my IV was treated as a categorical variable n the analyses, I created two 
dummy variables.  For the first dummy variable, WD with no limitations was considered to be 
the focal group (coded “1”), with all others coded “0.”  For the second dummy variable, the focal 
group was WD with work limitations (coded “1”), and all others were coded “0”.  
Educational attainment.  To assess level of education, I used participants’ responses to 
the NHIS question “What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest degree 
you have received?”  I recoded these responses as follows: 1 (less than high school degree), 2 
(high school degree or GED), 3 (some college, no degree), 4 (associate’s degree), 5 (bachelor’s 
degree), or 6 (graduate or professional degree).  
 Work experience.  General work experience was calculated for each respondent using the 
traditional Mincerian approach, which is expressed as: age minus number of years of education 
minus six (Mincer, 1974).  Tenure was measured by participants’ responses to the question, 
“About how long [in years] have you worked at this main job or business?”  
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Health status.  Health was assessed, in accord with prior research (Lee, 2000), using 
respondents’ self-ratings of their mental, physical, and overall health.  Mental health was 
measured with the item, “In general, how would you rate your mental health, including your 
mood and your ability to think?”  Physical health was measured by, “In general, how would you 
rate your physical health?”  Overall health was measured with the question, “In general, how 
would you rate your health?” All three health items were rated on a five-point scale with options 
that ranged from 1 (excellent) to 5 (poor).  The general health item I used is identical to one of 
the items in the Medical Outcomes Study 36-item Short-F rm Health Survey (SF-36 Ware & 
Sherbourne, 1992), which is considered to be the international gold standard measure of 
subjective health status and health-related quality of life.  The physical and mental health items 
used in my study are slightly modified versions of the aforementioned SF-36 general health item; 
according to a recent review article (Ahmad, Jhajj, Stewart, Burghardt, & Bierman, 2014), the 
exact measure of self-rated mental health used in my study has been used in over 50 different 
research studies.  
Social activity engagement. The measure of the level of SC resources that was used for 
this study is aligned with Putnam’s (1995, 2000) conceptualization of SC resources as being 
generated by individuals’ engagement in a wide variety of social activities (work-related, school-
related, recreational, religious/spiritual, community-related, etc.).  The measure in my study 
consisted of responses to six items, “Do you”: “Participate in social activities?” “Get out with 
friends or family?” “Participate in religious activities?” “Work outside the home for income?” 
“Go to school or achieve your educational goals?” and “Participate in community gatherings?” I 
awarded a point for each item to which the participant responded “do the activity”, and no points 
were given for responses of “don’t do the activity” or “unable to do the activity”.  Points were 
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summed for each respondent.  The measure of social act vity engagement in my study was also 
consistent with how SC is measured in the CPS, which contains 19 items asking respondents 
whether they participate in various types of groups (i.e., school, religious, civic, professional, 
etc.) and engage in a number of different social activities (i.e., attend family dinners, talk to 
neighbors, volunteering, etc.).       
Social relationship satisfaction. Respondents’ level of satisfaction with their 
interpersonal relationships provided an approximation of the quality of their social connections 
(i.e., SC resources).  The degree of social relationship satisfaction was measured with the NHIS 
item, “In general, how would you rate your satisfaction with your social activities and 
relationships?”  Response options to this item ranged from 1 (excellent) to 5 (poor).   This 
approach was fairly consistent with a study by Fiorillo and Sabatini (2011) in which the quantity 
and quality of social interactions were measured.  Specifically, these researchers measured the 
quality of relationships with close social connections by asking respondents: “How satisfied do 
you feel with your relationships with friends?”   
Occupational requirements.  For HC resources, a measure of educational qualifications 
was created, based upon O*Net data for the educational attainment of the majority of incumbents 
that hold the same occupations as participants.  In those cases in which there was no majority, 
the educational attainment of the plurality of incumbents was instead used.  Additionally, O*Net 
job zone ratings were used as a measure representing the levels of training associated with each 
participant’s respective occupation.  Job zones correspond to the level of work experience and 
on-the-job (formal or informal) training needed to perform a given job.  Job zone ratings can 
range from 1 (little to no preparation needed) to 5(extensive preparation needed).   
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Work-related SC resources were measured with O*Net work context ratings for the 
extent of interpersonal contact required for each respondent’s particular occupation.  This work 
context factor is based on job analysts’ ratings of occupations on the item, “How much does this 
job require the worker to be in contact with others (face-to-face, by telephone, or otherwise) in 
order to perform it?”  Ratings are in a standardize format in which “0” corresponds to “no 
contact with others”, “100” is equivalent to “constan  contact with others”, and the scale mid-
point of “50” represents “contact with others about half the time”. 
Control variables.  Several variables were examined as potential covariates in my 
analyses because HC and/or SC theories suggest they are related to most of the dependent 
variables, although they are not directly pertinent to the hypothesized model being tested.  Thus, 
accounting for these variables helped me to reduce irrel vant ‘noise’ in my data.  Specifically, 
the potential control variables evaluated were as follows: age (i.e., continuous variable), the 
mean number of hours worked per week (i.e., continuous variable), mass layoffs by industry of 
occupation (i.e., continuous variable), class of worker (i.e., public sector, coded “1,” or private 
sector, coded “0”), region of residence (i.e., coded “1” [Northeast], “2” [North Central/Midwest], 
“3” [South], and “4” [West]), and whether the respondent had more than one job (i.e., yes, coded 
“1” or no, coded “0”). 
Age was examined as a potential control variable to avoid confounding with disability, 
given that the prevalence of disability increases with age (Guay, Dubois, Corrada, Lapointe-
Garant, & Kawas, 2014).  Additionally, older workers are likely to have had more years in the 
labor force than younger counterparts.  The former will have thus acquired, over time, greater job 
experience, as well as more opportunities to establi h work-related or other social contacts, than 
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the latter.  As such, preexisting differences betwen workers in age may affect career-related 
capital resource accumulation, which can, in turn, influence employment outcomes. 
Annual compensation (one of my dependent variables) g nerally rises along with 
increases in the number of hours worked.  Similarly, working multiple jobs increases the number 
of hours worked, thereby affecting compensation.  Moreover, with a larger number of hours 
worked, one would presumably be able to accrue more w k experience (i.e., HC resources) and 
have more chances to make work-related or other social connections (i.e., SC resources), which 
could then have an effect on job outcomes.  Hence, I controlled for the average number of hours 
per week respondents reported working and whether they reported working more than one job as 
potential control variables.    
Industry and class of worker may influence my dependent variables, namely employment 
participation and job insecurity, as job losses during the recent US recession were highly 
concentrated in the public sector (The Hamilton Project, 2012) and in certain industries, 
especially construction, manufacturing, and retail tr de (Pew Research Center, 2014).  From the 
perspective of HC theory (Becker, 1962), it is possible that reduced employment participation 
within a particular sector or industry could be a reflection of the decreasing value of the HC 
resources of workers in these areas.  For instance, there may be a diminishing demand for these 
workers’ KSAs, due to longer-term macroeconomic trends (e.g., outsourcing, automation of 
tasks, etc.); research conducted within the US manufacturing industry has supported this 
interpretation (Ormiston, 2006).  Prior research has demonstrated that workers’ perceptions of 
job insecurity were consistent with the objective levels of layoffs occurring within their 
industries; workers in industries experiencing heavy l yoffs perceived higher job insecurity than 
counterparts in industries with more stable employment rates (Lyness, Ragins, Capman, 
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Erkovan, & Millsap, 2015).  Thus, I examined mass layoffs by industry of occupation (i.e., North 
American Industry Classification System [NAICS] codes from the NHIS were matched with 
mass layoffs by industry data for 2010 from the Burea  of Labor Statistics 
(http://www.bls.gov/mls/) and class of worker (i.e., public vs. private sector) in my analyses as 
potential control variables, given the previous research evidence implied there may be 
preexisting differences between workers on these variables that could have an effect on 
employment outcomes.   
Finally, employment outcomes may vary, depending upon where one lives, due to 
regional differences in HC and SC resources.  For example, the majority of states in the top 10 
for the percentage of college educated (or higher deg ee) adults are in the Northeastern US, 
whereas most of the states in the bottom 10 are in the Southeast (US Census Bureau, 2008a).  
This implies that, on average, individuals living i the former region have a higher level of HC 
resources than residents of the latter area of the US.  Based on HC theory (Becker, 1975), these 
differences in educational attainment could explain why a similar regional pattern generally 
holds when looking at state rankings for per capita income (US Census Bureau, 2008b).  Other 
research has found SC resource differences by locale; onsistent with SC theory (Putnam, 1995, 
2000), states and major metropolitan areas with higer mean civic and political engagement 
(e.g., volunteer activities, public meeting attendance, registering to vote, etc.) by residents 
experienced fewer job losses than those regions with lesser engagement during the recent US 
recession (NCOC, 2011).  Taken together, these findings suggested there may be regional 
variations in levels of HC and SC resources that could affect earnings and employment, which 
were two of my dependent variables.  Hence, I controlled for workers’ region of residence in my 
analyses. 
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Statistical Analyses 
 In the sections below, I discuss the analytic strategy taken for my study.  First, I describe 
the preliminary analyses, in which I examined the initial relationships between my main study 
variables.  Additionally, I convey how I determined the number of factors to retain for the 
measures of career-related capital used in my main analyses.  This is followed by a discussion of 
the approach I used to perform the main analyses, which involved the formal testing of my 
hypotheses and my research question.  
Preliminary analyses. Means and standard deviations were calculated for all continuous 
variables, with frequencies and percentages reported for all categorical variables.  Pearson 
correlation coefficients were computed for the continuous main study variables.    
Because there were multiple measures of some types of HC and SC resources, I wanted 
to determine if they should be treated as separate variables in my main analyses, or if instead, 
composite measures should be created to represent these variables in my models.  To do this, I 
first transformed original scores from the different measures of HC resources into z-scores to 
ensure they were all on the same scale.  I then performed a principal components analysis on 
these scores; an oblique rotation was used, as I expected the HC items to be correlated.  Loadings 
for these items needed to be (+/-) .32 or higher to meet the criteria indicated by Tabachnick and 
Fiddell (2007).  Finally, to discern whether the measures of HC resources loaded on one or more 
factors, eigenvalues greater than one were initially retained.  To confirm these results, a parallel 
analysis test was then conducted.  This process was repeated with the measures of SC resources.  
Parallel analysis is the most accurate and objectiv manner by which to determine the 
number of factors to retain (Slocum-Gori & Zumbo, 2011; Zwick & Velicer, 1986).  This test 
involves creating several simulated correlation matrices, based upon the parameters of the raw 
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data (i.e., sample size and number of items) (Hayton, Allen, & Scarpello, 2004).  Mean 
eigenvalues are computed from these random correlation matrices; the resulting eigenvalues are 
then compared with those derived from a principal components analysis with the raw data.  
Particularly, the first random eigenvalue is compared with the first raw data eigenvalue, the 
second random eigenvalue with the second raw data eigenvalue, and so on; this comparison 
process ceases once a raw data eigenvalue is found t  be smaller than its random eigenvalue 
counterpart.  The number of factors retained is the number of raw data eigenvalues found to be 
larger in relation to their corresponding random eigenvalues.  For instance, results would support 
unidimensionality if the first raw data eigenvalue was larger than the first random eigenvalue, 
and the second raw data eigenvalue was smaller than the second random eigenvalue.  I used a 
program from Patil, Singh, Mishra, and Donovan (2008) to calculate the random eigenvalues for 
the parallel analysis tests. 
Ultimately, data for Asians and those of “Other” race/ethnicity (i.e., Native Americans, 
Native Alaskans, Pacific Islanders, and Other) were excluded from my analyses.  As these 
subgroups were small, power was very likely inadequate to test the complex relationships I 
predicted.  Additionally, because the representativeness of their data was unclear, including these 
two small subsamples could have biased results.  Therefore, my analyses examining differences 
by race/ethnicity (i.e., H8-H9) solely included data from non-Hispanic Whites, non-Hispanic 
Blacks, and Hispanics.  Specifically, the job outcomes of non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics 
were each compared to those of Whites.     
Main Analyses.  My hypotheses were tested in two stages.  I first tested the multiple 
mediation models (H1-H5 and RQ1).  These analyses were performed twice—once including the 
control variables and a second time without them—to determine if the covariates should be 
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omitted from the conditional indirect effects models.  If the covariates were found to have no 
effect on the inferences that could be drawn from the mediation analyses, they were excluded 
from the moderated mediation models.  This step was fundamental, as the inclusion of 
unnecessary control variables or those not justified by theory can bias research findings 
(Bernerth & Aguinis, in press; Spector & Brannick, 2011).  Next, I included the moderator 
variables (i.e., gender and race/ethnicity) in the analyses to test the full moderated mediation 
models (H6-H9).  These analyses were conducted twice, ith each moderator variable examined 
in each model individually, due to subgroup sample siz s.      
Mediation Analyses.  Collectively, Hypotheses 1-5 and Research Question 1 specified 
multiple indirect effects models, in which the relationships between disability status and 
employment status, annual compensation, workplace hrassment, and job insecurity are 
transmitted through the mediating variables, HC and SC resources.  Mediation analyses should 
involve the formal significance testing of the indirect effect (Hayes, 2009; Rucker, Preacher, 
Tormala, & Petty, 2011).  Bias-corrected bootstrapping rocedures using 5,000 re-samples were 
performed for this purpose.  
Bootstrapping is a type of nonparametric analysis that entails the calculation of a point 
estimate of the indirect effect, which is derived by re-sampling several thousand times, with 
replacement, from the raw data and then computing the mean indirect effect across all re-
samplings.  With bootstrapping, confidence intervals are also created that allow the significance 
of estimated indirect effects to be tested (Hayes, 2009); significance is affirmed by confidence 
intervals that do not contain zero.  Using bootstrapped confidence intervals circumvents power 
problems that can be caused by the non-normal sampling distribution of the indirect effect 
(MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004).  Furthermore, simulation research has found 
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bootstrapping to be the most efficient and powerful means of examining models involving 
simple (i.e., one mediator) indirect effects (Fritz & MacKinnon, 2007), as well as complex 
models with multiple mediating variables (Williams & MacKinnon, 2008).  I tested these models 
using Process (version 2.15), an application developed by Hayes (2013); specifically, Process 
Model 4 was used to perform these analyses.     
Process Model 41 facilitates the estimation of the total indirect effect, as well as the 
specific indirect effects through each mediating variable, using bias-corrected (or percentile) 
bootstrapping to obtain 95% confidence intervals.  Process Model 4 furthermore enables the 
creation of bootstrapped confidence intervals to determine whether the contrast between pairs of 
mediators (i.e., the specific indirect effect of one mediator minus the specific indirect effect of 
another mediator) is significant (Hayes, 2013).  This allowed me to formally test whether the 
specific indirect effects of HC resources significantly contributed to the total indirect effects 
above and beyond the contributions made by the specific indirect effects of SC resources.  
Process Model 4 also included output for estimates of effect size, along with corresponding 
bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals.  For these analyses, I reported the index of mediation, 
which is the completely standardized indirect effect because, unlike many other measures of 
effect size for mediation models, it meets the three criteria indicated by Preacher and Kelley 
(2011): (1) interpretable scaling, (2) confidence intervals can be calculated, and (3) independent 
of sample size.  However, effect size measures are unavailable for dichotomous outcomes; 
hence, the index of mediation was reported for annul compensation and job insecurity, but not 
                                                          
1
 Process Model 74 would have allowed me to test whether the IV also moderated the path between the mediator 
and the DVs.  However, Model 74 does not generate output for the total indirect effect, for testing the contrasts 
between mediators, or for effect size.  I initially ran my analyses for Hypotheses 4-5 using Model 74 (not shown), 
and the approach I described in-text using Model 4 yielded results that were comparable (i.e., inferences that could 
be drawn did not differ), and, in many cases, point estimates and confidence intervals were virtually identical. 
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for employment status and workplace harassment.  Fially, Process Model 4 also provided the 
multiple regression output necessary to test Hypotheses 1-3 and Research Question 1.  For these 
regression analyses, p-values less than .05, two-tailed, were considered to be statistically 
significant.  
Moderated Mediation Analyses.  Taken together, Hypotheses 6-9 constituted moderated 
mediation models (Figure 1).  Particularly, these hypotheses evaluated the moderating effects of 
gender (H6-H7) and race/ethnicity (H8-H) on the relationships between disability status and HC 
and SC resources and tested whether, after accounting for these differences in the levels of 
career-related capital resources, the relationships between HC and SC resources and job 
outcomes differed by gender and race/ethnicity.  These analyses permitted me to investigate 
whether disparities in the returns on career-related capital explained differences between WD 
with no work limitations, WD with work limitations, and NDW in employment outcomes, after 
taking into account the differences between groups in the levels of these resources.   
To test Hypotheses 6-7, I again used Process (Hayes, 2013), namely Model 58, to 
generate bias-corrected bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals, which provided a test of the 
significance of conditional indirect effects at each level of the moderator variable (i.e., male, 
coded “0,” or female, coded “1”).  If one or more of the specific indirect effects were found to be 
significant, Process Model 58 provided the relevant index of moderated mediation, which 
allowed me to formally test, with bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals, whether the magnitude 
of the conditional indirect effects significantly differed between males and females (Hayes, 
2015).  Process Model 58 also provided the regression output testing the interactions between 
gender and disability status on the HC and SC variables (H6a-H7a).    
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For tests of Hypotheses 8-9, two dummy variables were created to represent the three 
racial/ethnic groups (i.e., non-Hispanic Whites, non-Hispanic Blacks, and Hispanics).  One 
dummy variable considered non-Hispanic Blacks as the focal group (coded “1’), with all others 
coded “0.”  For the second dummy variable, Hispanics, coded as “1,” were the group of interest, 
and all others were treated as the reference group c ded “0”.  Process Model 58 was used to test 
Hypotheses 8-9.2  Each model was run twice.  One time with the dummy variable for Blacks as 
the reference group treated as the IV and the dummy variable for Hispanics as the reference 
group included as a covariate.  This process was then repeated, reversing the roles of the 
race/ethnicity dummy variables in the models.  This approach formally tested the significance of 
conditional indirect effects for non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics, relative to Whites, using 
bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals in addition to providing moderated regression output for 
the interactions between race/ethnicity and disability status on HC and SC resources (H8a-H9a).  
Finally, Process Model 58 provided output allowing me to evaluate whether the size of the 
conditional indirect effects differed by race/ethnicity (i.e., index of moderated mediation; Hayes, 
2015).      
Power considerations. There is little guidance for determining power and necessary 
minimum sample sizes for moderated mediation models or those involving multiple mediating 
variables.  Hence, the required minimal sample size indicated below was estimated from 
available prior literature for cases of simple mediation (i.e., single mediator models).  
Specifically, Fritz and MacKinnon (2007) conducted a power analysis simulation study using 
                                                          
2Process Model 75 would have allowed me to test moderation for both race/ethnicity dummy variables at the same 
time.  However, Model 75 does not generate output for he index of moderated mediation, which would have 
precluded me from exploring whether the magnitude of conditional indirect effects differed by race/ethnicity.  I 
initially ran my analyses for Hypotheses 8-9 using Model 75 (not shown), and the approach I described n-text using 
Model 58 yielded comparable results (i.e., inferences that could be drawn did not differ).  
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several common tests of mediation to determine the minimum sample sizes requisite for 
maintaining sufficient power (i.e., .8) at small (i.e., r =.14), medium (r =.39), and large (i.e., r 
=.59) effect sizes for each of these tests.  The authors additionally included analysis results for an 
effect size (r =.26) falling midway between the traditional small and medium effect size values.  
The researchers cautioned that the sample sizes provided in their study should only be considered 
a baseline, as these values were calculated under the unlikely assumption that the variables in the 
model were measured without error.   
  According to the findings of Fritz and MacKinnon (2007), 71 participants would be 
necessary, assuming the use of bias-corrected bootstrap esting, an alpha level of .05 (two-tailed) 
and moderate effect sizes for the model paths.  Extrapolating from this value for simple 
mediation, the minimum sample size value (if one assumes no measurement error) for my study 
would be approximately 852 to reflect that there were, in effect, simultaneously four (based on 
results of principle components analyses, discussed in the next chapter) simple mediation models 
being tested up to three times (once at each level of the moderator variable: two levels for gender 
and three levels for race/ethnicity) with bias-corrected bootstrapping.      
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Chapter 4: Results 
Preliminary Analyses 
 In the following subsections, I discuss the results of the preliminary analyses I conducted 
prior to performing my main analyses.  These initial analyses consisted of computing the 
following: (1) descriptive statistics, (2) correlations among the main study variables, and (3) 
principal components analyses performed with the HC and SC measures.     
Descriptives.  Descriptive statistics for the full sample of workers (i.e., both employed 
and unemployed) are displayed in Table 1.  Overall, approximately three-quarters (73.3%) of 
participants were currently employed.  Mean self-repo ted earnings (M=6.36, SD=3.05) 
corresponded to dollar values ranging from $30,000 to $34,999.  Almost one-in-ten (6.9%) 
respondents reported experiencing workplace harassment.  The mean job insecurity rating was 
2.13 (SD=.97), which indicated that participants generally disagreed when asked if they were 
worried about becoming unemployed.  
When broken down by disability status group, WD with work limitations (M=4.73, 
SD=3.12) reported lower mean annual compensation than WD with no work limitations 
(M=5.79, SD=2.86) or NDW (M =6.46, SD=3.00).  This corresponded to average annual 
compensation (in 2010 dollar values) ranging between $15,000 to $19,999, $20,000 to $24,999, 
and $25,000 to $29,000, for WD with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, and 
NDW, respectively.  For employment status, the percentage of WD with work limitations 
(n=297, 75.0%) who were unemployed was almost three tim s greater than the percentage 
reported by WD with no limitations (n=85, 27.0%) and over three and a half times greater than 
that of NDW (n=601, 20.6%).  Among employed respondents, the proporti n of WD with no 
limitations (n=33, 13.1%) who reported experiencing workplace harassment was almost double 
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  79 
 
that of NDW (n=179, 7.1%) who did so; the percentage of self-report d workplace harassment 
for WD with work limitations (n=28, 23.0%) was over three times higher than that of NDW 
counterparts.  Mean ratings of job insecurity were higher for WD with work limitations (M=2.51, 
SD=1.14) and WD with no work limitations (M=2.30, SD=.99) than for NDW (M=2.09, 
SD=.95), which indicated somewhat greater job insecurity was perceived by WD (with or 
without work limitations) than by NDW.   
 Variable intercorrelations.  For the self-reported HC and SC variables, the WD with no 
work limitations dummy variable, which compared WD with no limitations (focal group) and 
NDW (reference group), was negatively related to general health, mental health, physical health, 
educational attainment, and social relationship satisfaction (rs ranged from -.06 to -.11), but 
positively associated with general work experience, r=.05 (for all, p<.001).  Thus, results 
suggested WD with no work limitations status was weakly related to poorer health, lower 
educational attainment, less satisfaction with social relationships, and a greater amount of 
general work experience than NDW status.  The WD with no work limitations dummy variable 
was unrelated to any of the HC and SC occupational qu lifications (i.e., education, training, and 
social contact) measured, suggesting WD with no work limitations and NDW were similarly 
qualified (Table 2). 
 In contrast, The WD with work limitations variable, which compared work-limited WD 
(focal group) and NDW (reference group), was negatively related to all three health variables, 
educational attainment, social activity engagement, a d social relationship satisfaction (rs ranged 
from -.13 to -.45), although positively correlated with general work experience, r=.26, (for all, 
p<.001).  This suggested WD with work limitations status had moderate to strong associations 
with poorer health, lower educational attainment, less engagement in social activities, less 
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satisfaction with social relationships, and greater mounts of general work experience than NDW 
status.  The WD with work limitations variable was al o negatively related to the two HC 
occupational qualifications variables for education and training (for both, r=-.13, p<.001), but 
unrelated to qualifications for work-related social contact.  These relationships indicated that 
WD with work limitations status was associated with lower occupational education and training, 
but similar work-related social contact, qualificatons, relative to NDW status.   
As shown in Table 2, correlations between the self-reported HC resources variables and 
job outcomes were typically in the expected directions.  Specifically, educational attainment was 
positively related to annual compensation (r=.41, p<.001) and employment status (r=.18, 
p<.001), but negatively associated with job insecurity ( =-.14, p<.001).  General health, mental 
health, and physical health were positively related to annual compensation (rs ranged from .14 to 
.15; all p<.001) and employment status (r  ranged from .20 to .25; for all p<.001); all three 
health variables were negatively associated with workplace harassment (rs ranged from -.10 to -
.12; all p<.001) and job insecurity (rs ranged from -.14 to -.21; all p<.001).  Tenure was 
positively related to annual compensation (r=.33, p<.001) and negatively related to job insecurity 
(r=-.06, p<.001).  General work experience positively related to annual compensation (r=.17, 
p<.001), but unexpectedly, this variable was negatively associated with employment status (r=-
.15, p<.001).  Collectively, results suggested that those with greater levels of HC resources also 
generally reported higher annual compensation and employment and less perceived job 
insecurity.  As anticipated, results indicated that t ose with higher ratings on the three health 
variables tended to also report less workplace harassment, although, inconsistent with my 
expectations, none of the other self-reported HC variables were correlated with this outcome 
variable.       
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For the self-reported SC variables, Table 2 shows that, as expected, social activity 
engagement was positively associated with annual compensation, r=.09, and employment status, 
r=.35, and negatively related to job insecurity, r=-.12 (for all, p<.001).  Additionally, social 
relationship satisfaction was positively correlated with annual compensation, r=.10, and 
employment status, r=.19, but negatively related to workplace harassment, r=-.12, and job 
insecurity, r=-.20 (for all, p<.001).  Hence, these results indicated that those with higher social 
activity engagement and satisfaction with social relationships tended to report higher annual 
compensation and employment and less job insecurity.  Moreover, those with higher social 
relationship satisfaction additionally reported expriencing less workplace harassment.  
 For the HC occupational qualification measures shown in Table 2, educational attainment 
was positively related to both annual compensation, r=.35, and employment status, r=.14 (both, 
p<.001).  Training was positively correlated with annual compensation, r=.39, and employment 
status, r=.16 and negatively related to job insecurity, r=-.10 (for all, p<.001).  These results 
implied that higher levels of education and training occupational qualifications related to higher 
annual compensation and employment, with higher training qualifications additionally relating to 
less job insecurity.  Contrary to my expectations, the work-related social contact SC occupational 
qualification measure was negatively correlated with annual compensation (r=-.11, p<.001) and 
was positively associated with workplace harassment (r=.08, p<.001), suggesting a higher degree 
of work-related social contact related to lower annual compensation and greater likelihood of 
workplace harassment.     
Factor retention decisions for career-related capitl resources measures.  For the z-
scores of the HC items, KMO=.67 and Bartlett’s Test was significant, χ2(28)=10,962.35, p<.001, 
suggesting the set of HC variables met the minimum threshold  Consistent with this 
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interpretation, communalities were also fairly high, ranging from .56 to .85 (Table 3).  The 
principal components analysis results indicated there were three distinct factors (eigenvalues >1), 
which explained approximately 75.0% of the total variance.  Particularly, the two educational 
attainment items and the training item had their highest loadings on the same factor (new 
variable labeled “Education”), the three health items loaded on the same factor (new variable 
labeled “Health”), and the third factor (new variable labeled “Work Experience”) was comprised 
of the tenure and general work experience measures.  The parallel analysis also supported 
retaining three factors, as only the first three raw data eigenvalues were larger than their 
corresponding randomly generated eigenvalues.  Hence, for all subsequent analyses reported 
below, HC was included in the models as three separate composites reflecting each of the 
aforementioned factors.  
For the three SC measures, KMO=.51, which was fairly low, likely due to the inclusion 
of few items, although Bartlett’s Test was significant, χ2(3)=474.40, p<.001.  Communalities 
were adequate for the social activity engagement (.66) and social relationship satisfaction (.65) 
items and suggested they were sufficiently associated (Table 4).  However, the communality 
value for work-related social contact (.05) was extr mely low.  The principal components 
analysis supported a single factor for the SC measur s.  However, this factor, which explained 
approximately 45% of the total variance, was solely comprised of the social activity engagement 
and social relationship satisfaction items.  The parallel analysis also supported a single SC factor, 
given only the first raw data eigenvalue was greater than its corresponding random eigenvalue.  
Therefore, SC was included in the main analyses as a composite of social activity engagement 
and social relationship satisfaction, which is heretofore just referred to as SC resources, and 
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work-related social contact was dropped from the subsequent main analyses, based on the 
preliminary results. 
Main Analyses 
 In the subsections that follow, I discuss the findings from my main analyses, in which I 
formally tested my hypotheses and investigated my research question, as shown in Figure 1.  
First, I describe the results of the regression analyses that compared disability groups (i.e., WD 
with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, and NDW) on the levels of HC and SC 
resources and examined the relationships between HC and SC resources and work outcomes (i.e., 
Hypotheses 1-3 and Research Question 1).  Next, I discuss the findings from the mediation 
analyses conducted to determine if HC and SC resources mediated the indirect effect of disability 
status on job outcomes (i.e., Hypotheses 4-5).  Lastly, I review the results from the moderated 
mediation analyses, wherein the indirect effects of disability status on job outcomes (through HC 
and SC resources) were predicted to differ by gender (Hypotheses 6-7) and/or race/ethnicity 
(Hypotheses 8-9).  The purpose of these analyses was to ascertain whether WD experience 
differential returns on HC and SC resources than NDW.   
Comparisons among disability groups in levels of HC resources and SC resources.  For 
Hypothesis 1, it was anticipated that WD with work limitations would have lower levels of HC 
and SC resources than WD with no limitations and NDW.  Research Question 1 inquired as to 
whether there would be differences between WD with no limitations and NDW in the levels of 
HC and SC resources.  Before the covariates (i.e., ag , region of residence, total number of hours 
usually worked per week, has more than one job, class of worker, and extended mass layoffs by 
industry) were added into the models, results (not sh wn) suggested that WD with no work 
limitations and WD with work limitations had significantly lower levels of Health and Education 
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HC resources and SC resources, and significantly higher levels of Work Experience HC 
resources, than NDW. 
After controlling for covariates, however, findings diverged.  Specifically, as displayed in 
Table 5, results indicated WD with work limitations had significantly lower levels of Health (b=-
2.99, p<.001) and Education (b=-.98, p<.001) HC resources and SC resources (b=-1.40, p<.001) 
than either WD with no limitations or NDW.  Contrary to my expectations, there were no 
differences between WD with work limitations, WD without work limitations, and NDW in the 
levels of Work Experience HC resources.  Regarding Research Question 1, WD with no 
limitations had significantly lower levels of Health HC (b=-1.23, p<.001) and SC resources (b=-
.38, p<.001) than NDW, although WD with no limitations and NDW did not differ in Education 
HC resources (Table 5).  Thus, Hypothesis 1 was large y supported; results showed WD with 
work limitations had the lowest levels of career-relat d capital resources, overall.  Findings for 
Research Question 1 suggested WD with no work limitations were fairly similar to NDW in the 
various types of HC resources, but not SC resources.   
Relationships of HC and SC resources to work outcomes.  Hypotheses 2-3 predicted that 
HC (H2) and SC (H3) resources would positively relate to annual compensation (H2a-H3a) and 
employment status (H2b-H3b), but negatively relate to workplace harassment (H2c-H3c) and job 
insecurity (H2-H3d).  Hypothesis 2a received full spport, per the significant positive 
associations between Health (b=.10), Education (b=.44), and Work Experience (b=.52) HC 
resources and annual compensation (for all, p<.001).  As SC resources were found to be 
unrelated to annual compensation, Hypothesis 3a was not upported.  Results, with or without 
the inclusion of covariates, were in agreement.   Overall, findings for Hypotheses 2a-3a 
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collectively indicated that those with higher levels of HC resources also tended to report higher 
annual compensation, but SC resources did not predict this outcome (Table 6).   
Prior to including the covariates in the model, results (not shown) initially indicated that 
Education HC resources and SC Resources were significantly and positively related to 
employment status, suggesting workers with higher (vs. lower) levels of these resources were 
more likely to be employed.  Health and Work Experience HC variables were unrelated to 
employment status.  Once the covariates were added into the model, however, findings, as shown 
in Table 6, suggested there were no significant relationships between any of the HC resources 
variables and employment status, thereby failing to support Hypothesis 2b.  Furthermore, results 
did not confirm Hypothesis 3b, as SC resources were not associated with employment status.  As 
such, the findings from Hypotheses 2b-3b showed that the levels of HC and SC resources were 
not predictive of employment status.   
Results for workplace harassment only partially supported Hypothesis 2c.  Specifically, 
as expected, Health HC resources were negatively related to workplace harassment (b=-.14, 
p<.001), but Education and Work Experience HC resources were not associated with this 
outcome.  Likewise, SC resources were unrelated to workplace harassment, thereby failing to 
support Hypothesis 3c (Table 6).  Hence, these findings suggested workers with higher levels of 
Health HC resources (i.e., better health) were less likely to report experiencing workplace 
harassment in the past year than respondents with lower levels of these resources (i.e., poorer 
health); these results were consistent, with or withou  the inclusion of covariates in the model.   
Before the covariates were added into the model, findings (not shown) indicated that 
Health and Education HC resources and SC resources were significantly and negatively 
associated with job insecurity, suggesting that workers with higher, compared to lower, levels of 
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these resources perceived less job insecurity.  Work Experience HC resources had a marginally 
significant, negative relationship with job insecurity, indicating a trend in which having higher 
(vs. lower) levels of Work Experience HC resources related to less perceived job insecurity.  
Findings for job insecurity, after controlling for covariates, offered only limited support for 
Hypothesis 2d, as noted in Table 6.  While, as anticipated, Health HC resources were negatively 
related to job insecurity (b=-.05, p<.001), Education (b=-.02, p=.05) and Work Experience (b=-
.04, p=.06) HC resources were only marginally associated with these perceptions.  Yet, 
Hypothesis 3d received full support, as demonstrated by the significant negative relationship 
between SC resources and job insecurity (b=-.07, p<.001).  Taken together, the findings for 
Hypotheses 2d-3d indicated that respondents with hig er levels of Health HC resources and SC 
resources perceived less job insecurity than those with lower levels of these resources.    
Indirect effects of HC and SC resources on job outcomes.  Multiple (parallel) mediation 
models tested with Process Model 4 (Hypotheses 4-5).  These models were each run twice, once 
with and then once without covariates (i.e., age, region of residence, total hours worked per 
week, class of worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry).  In those 
instances in which the control variables altered the inferences that could be drawn from the 
analyses, the estimates reported reflect the inclusion of these covariates.    
For Hypotheses 4a-5a, I predicted that HC resources and SC resources would mediate the 
relationship between disability status and annual compensation.  Without the inclusion of 
covariates, findings (not shown) initially indicated worse annual compensation for WD (with and 
without work limitations) than for NDW was explained by poor health (Health HC resources) 
and less educational attainment, training (Education HC resources), and overall career-related 
capital resources (HC and SC variables in the aggregate).  Work Experience HC resources 
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(general work experience and tenure) had a countervailing (i.e., positive) effect on annual 
compensation for both WD groups (vs. NDW).   
However, after controlling for covariates, results revealed that the total indirect effect on 
annual compensation was negative and significant for WD with no work limitations (M=-.20, 
95% CI:-.39, -.01), when compared to NDW (Table 7).  When examining the specific indirect 
effects of each mediator, the only mediating variable on which WD with no work limitations and 
NDW differed was Health HC resources (M=-.12, 95% CI:-.20, -.06).  The index of mediation 
indicated that the standardized effect size of the total indirect did not differ from 0, but the effect 
size of the specific indirect effect of Health HC resources was significantly different from 0 (M=-
.01, 95% CI:-.02, -.01).  These findings suggested that lower annual compensation for WD with 
no limitations than for NDW was primarily explained by poorer health.  Hence, Hypothesis 4a 
received only limited support in comparisons between NDW and WD with no work limitations, 
whereas Hypothesis 5 was not supported, given the lack of specific indirect effects of SC 
resources on annual compensation.  
 In comparisons between WD with work limitations and NDW, the total indirect effect on 
annual compensation was negative and significant (M=-.64, 95% CI:-.94, -.32), after controlling 
for covariates (Table 7).  Additionally, the specific ndirect effects of Health HC resources (M=-
.30, 95% CI:-.48, -.14) and Education HC resources (M=-.43, 95% CI:-.67, -.19) on annual 
compensation were negative and significant.  As more than one specific indirect effect was 
significant, the contrasts between them were tested with bootstrapped 95% confidence intervals.  
Results demonstrated that the specific indirect effects of Health and Education HC resources did 
not significantly differ from one another in their contribution to the total indirect effect on annual 
compensation.  This suggested that, for WD with work limitations, lower annual compensation in 
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  88 
 
relation to NDW was equally explained by Health (i.e., poor health) and Education (i.e., less 
educational attainment and training) HC resources.  The index of mediation indicated that the 
effect sizes for the total indirect effect (M=-.05, 95% CI: -.07, -.02), as well as the specific 
indirect effects of Health (M=-.02, 95% CI: -.04, -.01) and Education (M=-.03, 95% CI: -.05, -
.01) HC resources, significantly differed from 0.  This finding confirmed that worse annual 
compensation for WD with work limitations than for NDW was also partially explained by less 
overall career-related capital resources.  Thus, Hypothesis 4a was mostly supported in 
comparisons between NDW and WD with work limitations.  Conversely, Hypothesis 5a was not 
supported, as SC resources did not mediate the relationship between disability status and annual 
compensation.   
 As indicated by Hypotheses 4b-5b, I expected that HC resources and SC resources would 
mediate the relationship between disability status nd employment status.  Prior to the inclusion 
of the set of covariates, the results (not shown) suggested that WD (with and without work 
limitations) were less likely to be employed than NDW, with this being explained by less 
educational attainment, training (Education HC resources), social activity engagement, social 
relationship satisfaction (SC resources), and overall career-related capital resources (HC and SC 
resources in the aggregate).  Health and Work Experience HC resources did not explain 
employment status for either WD group in relation t NDW. 
However, in the indirect effects models for employment status, after controlling for the 
set of covariates, the total indirect effects, which incorporated all HC and SC resources 
mediating variables, were not significant in comparisons between WD with no work limitations 
and WD with work limitations, relative to NDW (Table 8).  Hypothesis 4b was only partially 
supported, as evidenced by the negative, significant specific indirect effects of Health HC 
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resources on employment status for WD with no work limitations (M=-.75, 95% CI: -1.13, -.05) 
and WD with work limitations (M=-1.78, 95% CI: -2.49, -.05), compared to NDW, but non-
significant specific indirect effects for Education a d Work Experience HC resources, on this 
outcome for each WD group, relative to NDW.  Furthemore, Hypothesis 5b was not supported.  
Particularly, in comparisons with NDW, the specific ndirect effects of SC resources were non-
significant for WD with no work limitations and for WD with work limitations.  Hence, the 
overall findings for Hypotheses 4b-5b suggested that only Health HC resources (i.e., poor health) 
explained the lower likelihood of being employed for WD with no limitations and WD with 
work limitations, compared to NDW. 
 For workplace harassment, I predicted, via Hypotheses 4c-5c, that HC and SC resources 
would mediate the indirect effect of disability status on this outcome.  Results with or without 
the set of covariates were in complete agreement.  Thus, only the results without covariates 
included are reported (Table 9).  These analyses det rmined that the total indirect effects, which 
included all HC and SC resources variables in the aggregate, were positive and significant, when 
comparing WD with no work limitations (M=.20, 95% CI:.10, .30) and WD with work 
limitations (M=.49, 95% CI:.27, .72) to NDW.  Tests of the specific indirect ffects provided just 
limited support for Hypothesis 4c, as Health, but not Education or Work Experience, HC 
resources significantly mediated the indirect effect on workplace harassment.  Particularly, in 
comparisons with NDW, the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources were significant 
and positive for WD with no limitations (M=.20, 95% CI: .09, .32) and for WD with work 
limitations (M=.47, 95% CI: .20, .75).  The evidence additionally failed to support Hypothesis 
5c, given SC resources did not mediate the relationship between disability status and workplace 
harassment (Table 9).  Taken together, the results for Hypotheses 4c-5c suggested the higher 
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likelihood of experiencing workplace harassment repo ted by WD (with or without work 
limitations), relative to NDW, was explained almost exclusively by poor health status (i.e., 
Health HC resources).     
 For Hypotheses 4d-5d, I anticipated that HC and SC resources would mediate the indirect 
effect on job insecurity.  Without including the covariates in the model, findings (not shown) 
indicated that WD (with and without work limitations) perceived higher job insecurity than 
NDW, which was explained by poor health (Health HC resources) and less educational 
attainment, training (Education HC resources), social activity engagement, social relationship 
satisfaction (SC resources), and overall career-related capital resources (HC and SC resources in 
the aggregate).  Work Experience HC resources did not explain job insecurity for either WD 
group, relative to NDW, in these initial results. 
However, as shown in Table 10, after controlling for c variates, results revealed that the 
total indirect effects of all HC and SC resources variables, jointly, on job insecurity were 
significant and positive, when comparing NDW to WD with no work limitations (M=.10, 95% 
CI:.06, .13) and WD with work limitations (M=.26, 95% CI:.19, .34).  The bootstrapped 
confidence intervals for the specific indirect effects offered only modest support for Hypothesis 
4d.  Particularly, these results showed that the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources on 
job insecurity were positive and significant (M=.06, 95% CI: .03, .09, for WD with no limitations 
vs. NDW; M=.14, 95% CI: .08, .21, for WD with work limitations vs. NDW), but the specific 
indirect effects of Education and Work Experience HC resources were non-significant, in 
comparisons of each WD group with NDW.  Findings provided full support for Hypothesis 5d, 
as the specific indirect effects for SC resources (M=.03, 95% CI: .01, .06, for WD with no 
limitations vs. NDW; M=.10, 95% CI: .05, .15, for WD with work limitations vs. NDW) were 
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positive and significant.  Based on the index of mediation, standardized effect sizes for the total 
indirect effects, as well as the specific indirect ffects of Health HC resources and SC resources, 
were found to significantly differ from 0 in the comparisons between each WD group and NDW.  
The contrasts between the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources and Social 
Engagement SC resources were found to be non-significa t, thereby indicating these two 
mediating variables contributed similarly to the total indirect effects on job insecurity for WD 
(with and without work limitations), compared to NDW.  Overall, results for Hypotheses 4d-5d 
demonstrated that both WD groups reported greater job insecurity than NDW, and these 
perceptions were explained by overall career-related capital (HC and SC resources in the 
aggregate), especially Health HC resources (poor health status) and SC resources (less social 
activity engagement and satisfaction with social relationships). 
Table 11 below provides an overview of the findings from the indirect effects models 
described in this section.  As summarized in the table, results indicated that Health HC resources 
explained worse outcomes for WD than for NDW on annual compensation, employment status, 
workplace harassment, and job insecurity.  Education HC resources explained lower annual 
compensation for work-limited WD than for NDW.  For WD (with and without work 
limitations), compared to NDW, SC resources explained higher perceived job insecurity.  The 
total indirect effect, which incorporated all HC and SC resources variables, partially explained 
most job outcomes.  Collectively, the indirect effects models supported differential returns, 
especially on Health HC resources and SC resources, for WD (with and without work 
limitations), compared to NDW. 
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Table 11 
Summary of Results: Indirect Effects Models 
  Significant indirect effects?   
 Health Education Work Exp SC Total 
Outcome WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL 
Comp Yes* Yes* No Yes* No No No No Yes Yes* 
Employed Yes Yes No No No No No No No No 
Harassment Yes Yes No No No No No No Yes Yes 
Job Ins Yes* Yes* No No No No Yes* Yes* Yes* Yes* 
Note. Process Model 4 was used to test indirect effects.  Results reflect comparisons between each WD group with 
NDW in returns on HC and SC resources.  “Yes” indicates a significant indirect effect in which a WD group 
received lower returns on a given resource than NDW; “no” indicates no difference between a WD group and NDW 
in returns.  Comp = Annual compensation; Employed = Employment status; Job Ins = Job insecurity; SC = Social 
capital resources; Total = Total indirect effect; WD-NL = WD with no work limitations vs. NDW; WD-WL = WD 
with work limitations vs. NDW; Work Exp = Work experi nce HC resources. 
*Indicates standardized effect size (i.e., index of mediation) for a given indirect effect significantly differed from 0 
(only applicable to models of annual compensation and job insecurity, as effect size estimates are unavailable for 
indirect effects models with dichotomous outcome variables). 
 
To reiterate, the indirect effects analyses described n this section were run twice, that is, 
once with and once without covariates (i.e., age, region of residence, total number of hours 
usually worked per week, has more than one job, class of worker, and extended mass layoffs by 
industry).  This approach was used to determine whether the control variables should be 
incorporated into the full conditional indirect effct models discussed in the following two 
sections.  Based upon results of this process, the findings reported for the models of conditional 
indirect effects for annual compensation, employment status, and job insecurity were adjusted for 
covariates.  However, the findings for the conditional indirect effects models of workplace 
harassment were reported without adjustment for covariates.   
Conditional indirect effects of HC and SC resources on job outcomes, moderated by 
gender.  For Hypotheses 6-7, I expected gender to moderate the relationship between disability 
status and HC (H6a) and SC (H7a) resources, with men having higher levels of these resources 
than women.  I predicted that, after accounting for these moderated effects, the relationships 
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between HC resources and SC resources and (H6b-H7b) annual compensation, (H6c-H7c) 
employment status, (H6d-H7d) workplace harassment, and (H6e-H7e) job insecurity would also 
be conditional on gender.  Particularly, males were anticipated to report more favorable job 
outcomes than females.   Overall, Hypotheses 6-7 involved testing moderated mediation models 
using Process Model 58.    
Only limited support was found for Hypothesis 6a (Tble 12), as significant interactions 
between disability status and gender were evidenced for Work Experience, but not for Health or 
Education, HC resources.  Consistent with Hypothesis 6a, results indicated that, compared to 
male WD with work limitations and NDW, female WD with work limitations had significantly 
lower levels of Work Experience HC resources (b=-.43, p=.03).  Unexpectedly, however, 
significantly higher levels of Work Experience HC resources were found for female WD with no 
work limitations (b=.43, p=.001), relative to male WD with no work limitations and NDW.  The 
main effect of gender was negative and significant, b=-.14, p=<.001, indicating that, on average, 
women had lower levels of Work Experience HC resources than men.  The pattern of main 
effects demonstrated that WD with no limitations and WD with work limitations did not differ 
from NDW in Work Experience HC resources.  Moreover, b cause interactions between 
disability status and gender on SC resources were not significant, Hypothesis 7a failed to receive 
support (Table 12). 
As shown in Table 13, the tests of Hypothesis 6b demonstrated that, contrary to 
expectations, the specific indirect effects of Health HC on annual compensation were negative 
and significant for male (M=-.18, 95% CI: -.34, -.07), but non-significant for female, WD with 
no limitations, compared to NDW.  However, the index of moderated mediation for this gender 
comparison was non-significant, suggesting the size of the specific indirect effects of Health HC 
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resources did not differ by gender.  The specific indirect effects of Work Experience HC 
resources were significant, although, contrary to expectations, this effect was positive and 
significant for female (M=.11, 95% CI: .04, .21), yet non-significant for male, WD with no work 
limitations.  Additionally, the index of moderated mediation suggested the magnitude of the 
specific indirect effects of Work Experience HC resources significantly differed by gender 
(M=.20, 95% CI: .09, .36).  The specific indirect effects of Education HC resources were non-
significant for both male and female WD with no work limitations, compared to NDW.  Taken 
together, the results for Hypothesis 6b implied that, relative to NDW, better annual compensation 
for female than for male WD with no limitations was explained by Work Experience HC 
resources (i.e., greater general work experience and tenure).  Hence, in comparisons between 
WD with no limitations and NDW, Hypothesis 6b was not supported.  Moreover, because the 
specific indirect effects of SC resources on annual compensation were non-significant for both 
male and female WD with no work limitations (vs. NDW), Hypothesis 7b was also not supported 
(Table 13).  
For WD with work limitations, the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources on 
annual compensation were negative and significant for males (M=-.42, 95% CI: -.74, -.17), but 
non-significant for females; yet, the index of moderat d mediation indicated the size of these 
specific indirect effects did not significantly differ by gender (Table 13).  Work Experience HC 
resources did not significantly mediate the indirect effect for male or female WD with work 
limitations, compared to NDW.  Furthermore, relative to NDW, the specific indirect effects of 
Education HC resources on annual compensation were significant and negative for male (M=-
.52, 95% CI: -.84, -.19), but non-significant for female, WD with work limitations.  However, the 
index of moderated mediation was non-significant, suggesting the magnitude of these specific 
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indirect effects did not vary, based on gender.  These collective findings suggested there were no 
gender differences in the conditional mediated effects of HC resources on annual compensation 
for WD with work limitations, compared to NDW.  As such, the evidence did not support 
Hypothesis 6b.  Overall, Hypothesis 7b likewise failed to receive support, given there were no 
significant mediated effects of SC resources on annu l compensation for male or female WD 
with work limitations, in comparison with NDW (Table 13). 
 The conditional indirect effects models for employment status (H6c-H7c) indicated that 
the specific indirect effects of Health and Education HC resources were non-significant for males 
and females in comparisons between WD with no work limitations and NDW (Table 14).  The 
specific indirect effects of Work Experience HC resources were negative and significant for male 
(M=-.18, 95% CI: -.65, -.06), but non-significant for female, WD with no work limitations, in 
relation to NDW.  However, the index of moderated mediation suggested the magnitude of the 
specific indirect effects of Work Experience HC resources was equivalent for male and female 
WD with no limitations.  In total, these results demonstrated a lack of gender differences in the 
conditional indirect effects of HC resources on employment status, thereby failing to support 
Hypothesis 6c.  Furthermore, given the lack of significant specific indirect effects of SC 
resources for both male and female WD with no work limitations, relative to NDW, Hypothesis 
7c was also not supported (Table 14).    
Comparisons between WD with work limitations and NDW on employment status 
indicated that the specific indirect effects of Health nd Work Experience HC resources were 
non-significant for both males and females (Table 14).  The specific indirect effects of Education 
HC resources were negative and significant for male WD with work limitations (M=-.56, 95% 
CI:-1.26, -.26), but non-significant for female counterparts.  Moreover, the index of moderated 
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mediation suggested that the size of these specific ind rect effects significantly differed by 
gender.   Hence, collectively, tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC resources on 
employment status indicated that, relative to NDW, there was a lower likelihood of employment 
for male than for female WD with work limitations, which was explained by Education HC 
resources (i.e., lesser educational attainment and r ining).  Thus, findings did not support 
Hypothesis 6c, given outcomes were worse for male than for female WD with work limitations 
(vs. NDW).  Furthermore, Hypothesis 7c was also not affirmed, given the specific indirect 
effects of SC resources on employment status were non-significant for both male and female WD 
with work limitations, compared to NDW.    
 For Hypotheses 6d-7d, as shown in Table 15, the specific indirect effects of Health HC 
resources on workplace harassment were positive and sig ificant for both male and female WD 
with no limitations, relative to NDW.  The non-signficant index of moderated mediation 
confirmed there were no gender differences in the siz  of these specific indirect effects.  The 
specific indirect effects of Education and Work Experience on workplace harassment were not 
significant for either male or female WD with no work limitations, relative to NDW.  Taken 
together, the tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC resources indicated that the greater 
likelihood of experiencing workplace harassment for WD with no limitations than for NDW was 
explained by Health HC resources (i.e., poor health status), and these effects did not vary by 
gender.  Therefore, findings did not support Hypothesis 6d.  Additionally, because SC resources 
did not significantly mediate the indirect effect on workplace harassment for male or female WD 
with no work limitations, compared to NDW, the findgs failed to support Hypothesis 7d (Table 
15).     
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Results indicated that the specific indirect effects of Health HC on workplace harassment 
were negative and significant for both male and femal  WD with work limitations, compared to 
NDW; the size of these specific indirect effects did not differ by gender, based upon the index of 
moderated mediation (Table 15).  In addition, the sp cific indirect effects of Education HC 
resources were positive and significant for male (M=.14, 95% CI: .02, .31), but non-significant 
for female, WD with work limitations, compared to NDW; the index of moderated mediation 
showed the gender difference in the size of these specific indirect effects was statistically 
significant (M=-.20, 95% CI: -.39, -.06).  The specific indirect effect of Work Experience HC 
resources on harassment was negative and significant or male (M=-.12, 95% CI: -.26, -.03), but 
non-significant for female, WD with work limitations, in relation to NDW.  However, the index 
of moderated mediation implied the magnitude of these specific indirect effects was equivalent 
for male and female WD with work limitations, compared to NDW.  In sum, the tests of the 
conditional indirect effects of HC resources on workplace harassment showed that, irrespective 
of gender, WD with work limitations were more likely to experience workplace harassment than 
NDW, which was explained by poor health status (i.e., H alth HC resources); yet, the likelihood 
of experiencing workplace harassment was higher for male than for female WD with work 
limitations, compared to NDW, through less educational attainment and training (i.e., Education 
HC resources).  Hence, in comparisons between WD with ork limitations and NDW, 
Hypothesis 6d was not affirmed.  Moreover, given the specific indirect effects of SC resources 
on workplace harassment were not significant for male or female WD with work limitations, 
relative to NDW, Hypothesis 7d was not supported (Table 15). 
 For Hypotheses 6e-7e, when examining comparisons between WD with no work 
limitations and NDW on job insecurity (Table 16), results indicated that the specific indirect 
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effects of Health HC resources were positive and significant for both males (M=.08, 95% CI: .04, 
.15) and females (M=.04, 95% CI: .01, .09); the non-significant index of moderated mediation 
confirmed the size of these specific indirect effects was comparable for male and female WD 
with no work limitations, relative to NDW.  Neither the specific indirect effects of Education nor 
Work Experience HC resources were significant for male or female WD with no work 
limitations in relation to NDW.  Thus, taken togethr, the tests of the conditional indirect effects 
of HC resources on job insecurity suggested that WD with no work limitations reported higher 
job insecurity than NDW, which was explained by poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources), 
regardless of gender.  These findings did not support Hypothesis 6e.  Consistent with predictions, 
the specific indirect effects of SC resources on job insecurity were positive and significant for 
female (M=.04, 95% CI: .01, .08), but non-significant for male, WD with no work limitations, 
compared to NDW, although the index of moderated meiation implied the size of these effects 
did not vary by gender.  As this gender difference could not be clearly established, support was 
ultimately not found for Hypothesis 7e (Table 16).   
For both males and females, the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources on job 
insecurity were positive and significant for WD with work limitations, compared to NDW (Table 
16).  Additionally, the index of moderated mediation verified there were no significant gender 
differences in the magnitude of these specific indirect effects.  Results showed that none of the 
specific indirect effects for Education or Work Experience HC resources on job insecurity were 
significant.  As such, tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC resources on job insecurity 
showed that poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources) explained the higher perceived job 
insecurity of WD with work limitations, relative to NDW, and these effects did not vary by 
gender.  Therefore, Hypothesis 6e was ultimately not supported.  The specific indirect effects of 
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SC resources were found to be positive and significant for female (M=.11, 95% CI: .05, .20) and 
for male (M=.08, 95% CI: .01, .16) WD with work limitations, compared to NDW; the non-
significant index of moderated mediation confirmed the equivalence of the magnitude of these 
specific indirect effects (Table 16).  These findings indicated that, irrespective of gender, WD 
with work limitations experienced higher job insecurity than NDW through SC resources (i.e., 
less social activity engagement and social relationship satisfaction).  Hence, the evidence failed 
to support Hypothesis 7e. 
An overview of the findings from the conditional ind rect effects models for gender, 
which were discussed in this section, is provided blow in Table 17.  In summary, the 
conditional indirect effects models indicated that, relative to NDW, Education HC resources 
explained the lower likelihood of employment and higher likelihood of experiencing harassment 
for male work-limited WD than for female counterparts.  Work Experience HC resources 
explained higher annual compensation for female than for male WD with no limitations, 
compared to NDW.  Hence, these findings supported differential returns, particularly on 
Education and Work Experience HC resources, favoring female over male WD, relative to 
NDW. 
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Table 17 
Summary of Results: Conditional Indirect Effects Models for Gender 
 Significant conditional indirect effects? 
 Health Education Work Exp SC 
Variable WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL 
Comp         
     M vs. F No No No No Yes* No No No 
Employed         
     M vs. F No No No Yes* No No No No 
Harassment         
     M vs. F No No No Yes* No No No No 
Job Ins         
     M vs. F No No No No No No No No 
Note. Process Model 58 was used to test conditional indirect effects.  Results reflect comparisons between each WD 
group with NDW in returns on HC and SC resources, conditional on gender.  “Yes” indicates a significant 
conditional indirect effect in which there were differences between male and female WD groups in returns on a 
given resource, compared to NDW; “no” indicates no differences between male and female WD groups, compared 
to NDW, in returns.  Comp = Annual compensation; Employed = Employment status; Job Ins = Job insecurity; M 
vs. F = Male vs. female; SC = Social capital resources; WD-NL = WD with no work limitations vs. NDW; WD-WL 
= WD with work limitations vs. NDW; Work Exp = Work experience HC resources. 
*Indicates a significant difference in which male WD had lower returns than female WD, compared to NDW. 
 
 Conditional indirect effects of HC and SC resources on job outcomes, moderated by 
race/ethnicity.  For Hypotheses 8-9, I predicted that race/ethnicity moderates the relationships 
between disability status and HC (H8a) and SC (H9a) resources; non-Hispanic Whites were 
expected to have higher levels of these resources than non-Hispanic Blacks and Hispanics.  After 
accounting for these differences in the levels of resources, I anticipated that the relationships 
between HC and SC resources and (H8b-H9b) annual compensation, (H8c-H9c) employment 
status, (H8d-H9d) workplace harassment, and (H8e-H9) job insecurity would differ by 
race/ethnicity, resulting in Whites reporting more favorable job outcomes than Blacks and 
Hispanics.  These moderated mediation models were test d using Process Model 58. 
As depicted in Table 18, inconsistent with Hypothesis 8a, the interactions between 
disability status and race/ethnicity on Health and Education HC resources were non-significant.  
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However, in line with expectations, a significant iteraction on Work Experience HC resources 
indicated that, compared to NDW, Hispanic WD with work limitations had significantly lower 
levels of general work experience and tenure than White counterparts (b=-.75, p=.04).  The non-
significant main effects for race/ethnicity on Work Experience HC suggested Blacks, Hispanics, 
and Whites had comparable levels of these resources; lik wise, WD (with and without work 
limitations) and NDW did not differ in Work Experience HC resources.  Therefore, limited 
support was found for Hypothesis 8a.  Additionally, none of the interactions between disability 
status and race/ethnicity on SC resources were significant, thereby failing to provide support 
Hypothesis 9a.   
For Hypotheses 8b-9b, the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources on annual 
compensation were negative and significant for both White (M=-11, 95% CI: -.19, -.04) and 
Black (M=-.17, 95% CI: -.42, -.03), but not Hispanic, WD with no work limitations, compared to 
NDW (Table 19).  However, the indices of moderated mediation implied the size of these 
specific indirect effects for Blacks (vs. Whites) and for Hispanics (vs. Whites) were similar.  
None of the specific indirect effects for Education or Work Experience HC resources were 
significant for any of the racial/ethnic groups.  Collectively, the results for the tests of the 
conditional indirect effects of HC resources on annual compensation suggested that, relative to 
NDW, lower annual compensation for Black and for White WD with no work limitations was 
explained by poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources).  Hence, results did not support 
Hypothesis 8b.  As the specific indirect effects of SC resources on annual compensation were all 
non-significant, Hypothesis 9b was also not affirmed in comparisons between WD with work 
limitations and NDW (Table 19). 
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The specific indirect effects of Health HC resources on annual compensation were 
negative and significant for White (M=-.27, 95% CI: -.47, -.10) and for Black (M=-.48, 95% CI: 
-1.02, -.10), yet non-significant for Hispanic, WD with work limitations, in relation to NDW 
(Table 19). Although, the index of moderated mediation suggested the magnitude of these 
specific indirect effects did not differ by race/ethnicity.  The specific indirect effects of 
Education HC resources were found to be negative and significant for White (M=-.49, 95% CI: -
.73, -.26), but not for Black and Hispanic, WD with work limitations, compared to NDW, but the 
index of moderated mediation was non-significant, implying the magnitude of these specific 
indirect effects did not vary by race/ethnicity.  The specific indirect effects of Work Experience 
were negative and significant for Hispanic (M=-.34, 95% CI: -.75, -.09), but not for White and 
Black, WD with work limitations, in relation to NDW.  Furthermore, the index of moderated 
mediation suggested the size of these specific indirect effects significantly differed by 
race/ethnicity (M=-.38, 95% CI: -.81, -.10).  Overall, the results for Hypothesis 7b demonstrated 
that worse annual compensation for Black and for White WD with work limitations (vs. NDW) 
was explained by poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources).  Whereas, compared with NDW, 
worse annual compensation for Hispanic than for White WD with work limitations was 
explained by less general work experience and tenure (i.e., Work Experience HC resources).  
Overall, the pattern of findings partially affirmed Hypothesis 8b in comparisons between WD 
with work limitations and NDW.  However, because thspecific indirect effects of SC resources 
on annual compensation were non-significant, results failed to support Hypothesis 9b (Table 19).    
 For conditional indirect effects models of employment status, findings determined that 
the specific indirect effects of Health HC status were negative and significant for White (M=-.76,  
95% CI: -1.17, -.05), Black (M=-1.44, 95% CI: -4.20, -.21), and Hispanic (M=-.16, 95% CI: -.61, 
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-.01) WD with no work limitations, in relation to NDW; the index of moderated mediation 
further verified the magnitude of these specific indirect effects did not differ between Blacks (vs. 
Whites) and Hispanics (vs. Whites), respectively (Table 20).  None of the specific indirect 
effects for the Education and Work Experience HC resources variables were significant.  In total, 
the results for the tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC resources on employment status 
suggested that, regardless of race/ethnicity, the low r likelihood of employment for WD with no 
work limitations than for NDW was explained by poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources).  
As such, results failed to support Hypothesis 8c in omparisons between WD with no work 
limitations and NDW.  The specific indirect effects of SC resources on employment status were 
all non-significant (Table 20).  As these findings were not in accord with expectations, the 
evidence also did not support Hypothesis 9c. 
 Comparisons between WD with work limitations and NDW on employment status 
revealed that the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources were negative and significant 
for Black (M=-4.59, 95% CI: -10.05, -.76) and Hispanic (M=-.38, 95% CI: -1.17, -.02), but non-
significant for White, WD with work limitations, compared to NDW (Table 20).  The index of 
moderated mediation implied the size of these specific indirect effects were comparable.  Neither 
the specific indirect effects of Education nor of Work Experience HC resources were significant.  
Overall, the totality of the evidence for the tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC 
resources on employment status suggested that WD with no work limitations had a lower 
likelihood of employment than NDW, which was explained by poor health status (i.e., Health 
HC resources); results implied these effects did not vary by race/ethnicity.  Therefore, 
Hypothesis 8c was not supported.  Likewise, Hypothesis 9c was not affirmed, given none of the 
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specific indirect effects of SC resources on employment status were significant for any 
racial/ethnic group when WD with work limitations and NDW were compared (Table 20).   
For tests of the models of conditional indirect effects of HC resources on workplace 
harassment (H8d), the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources were found to be positive 
and significant for White (M=.18, 95% CI: .07, .33) and Hispanic (M=.31, 95% CI: .03, .82), but 
not Black, WD with no work limitations, relative toNDW (Table 21).  The index of moderated 
mediation confirmed the magnitude of these effects wa similar between racial/ethnic groups.  
Results also demonstrated that all of the specific indirect effects of Education and Work 
Experience HC resources were non-significant.  Collectively, the findings for Hypothesis 8d 
suggested a higher likelihood of harassment for White and Hispanic, although not Black, WD 
with no work limitations than for NDW via poor health status (i.e., Health HC resources).  
Therefore, the evidence did not support Hypothesis 8d in comparisons between WD with no 
work limitations and NDW.  In addition, the specifi indirect effects of SC resources were non-
significant on workplace harassment for all of the racial/ethnic groups, when WD with no work 
limitations were compared to NDW (Table 21).  Hence, th  findings did not offer support for 
Hypothesis 9d. 
For comparisons between WD with work limitations and NDW on workplace 
harassment, the specific indirect effects of Health HC resources were positive and significant for 
White (M=.45, 95% CI: .15, .76) and Hispanic (M=.66, 95% CI: .05, 1.51), yet not Black, WD 
with work limitations, in relation to NDW (Table 21).  The index of moderated mediation 
indicated the size of these effects was similar for Whites, relative to Blacks and Hispanics, 
respectively.  Neither the specific indirect effects of Education nor Work Experience HC 
resources were significant.  Overall, the tests for the conditional indirect effects of HC resources 
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on workplace harassment suggested a higher likelihood of harassment for White and Hispanic, 
although not Black, WD (with or without limitations) than for NDW via poor health status (i.e., 
Health HC resources).  Therefore, the totality of the evidence did not support Hypothesis 8d.    
The specific indirect effects of SC resources on workplace harassment were positive and 
significant for Black (M=.39, 95% CI: .01, .95), but non-significant for White and Hispanic, WD 
with work limitations, compared to NDW (Table 21). Yet, the index of moderated mediation 
suggested the size of these specific indirect effects did not differ between Blacks and Whites.  
Hence, the findings, overall, did not offer support f  Hypothesis 9d. 
For tests of the conditional indirect effects of HC resources on job insecurity (H8e), the 
pattern of results from comparisons between NDW and WD with no work limitations and WD 
with work limitations, respectively, were in complete agreement (Table 22).  Particularly, the 
specific indirect effects of Health HC resources were found to be positive and significant for 
White WD, both those without (M=.06, 95% CI: .03, .10) and those with (M=.13, 95% CI: .07, 
.20) work limitations, but non-significant for Hispanic and Black counterparts, relative to NDW.  
Based on the index of moderated mediation, the magnitude of these specific indirect effects did 
not differ by race/ethnicity.  Furthermore, the specific indirect effects of Education and Work 
Experience HC resources were non-significant.  Results for the conditional indirect effects of SC 
resources on job insecurity paralleled those for HC resources in that positive, significant specific 
indirect effects were found for Whites (for WD with no work limitations vs. NDW: M=.03, 95% 
CI: .01, .06; for WD with work limitations vs. NDW: M=.10, 95% CI: .05, .16), although these 
effects were non-significant for racial/ethnic minority WD groups (with and without work 
limitations).  Likewise, the index of moderated mediation implied the size of these specific 
indirect effects did not vary by race/ethnicity.   Hence, the totality of the results were not 
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supportive of Hypothesis 8e or 9e, as clear differences by race/ethnicity on job insecurity, 
favoring Whites, were not established.  
In Table 23 below, a brief overview is provided describing the findings from the 
conditional indirect effects models with race/ethnicity that were discussed in this section.  As 
shown in the table, the conditional indirect effects models indicated that Work Experience HC 
resources explained lower annual compensation of Hispanic than for White work-limited WD, 
compared to NDW.  Therefore, evidence suggested there w re differential returns on these 
resources for Hispanic and for White work-limited WD in relation to NDW counterparts.   
Table 23 
Summary of Results: Conditional Indirect Effects Models for Race/ethnicity 
 Significant conditional indirect effect? 
 Health Education Work Exp SC 
Variable WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL WD-NL WD-WL 
Comp         
     W vs. B No No No No No No No No 
     W vs. H No No No No No Yes* No No 
Employed         
     W vs. B No No No No No No No No 
     W vs. H No No No No No No No No 
Harassment         
     W vs. B No No No No No No No No 
     W vs. H No No No No No No No No 
Job Ins         
     W vs. B No No No No No No No No 
     W vs. H No No No No No No No No 
Note. Process Model 58 was used to test conditional indirect effects. Results reflect comparisons between each WD 
group with NDW in returns on HC and SC resources, conditional on race/ethnicity.  “Yes” indicates a significant 
conditional indirect effect in which there were differences between Black (vs. White) or Hispanic (vs.White) WD 
groups in returns on a given resource, compared to NDW; “no” indicates no differences between Black (vs. White) 
or Hispanic (vs. White) WD groups, compared to NDW, in returns.  Comp = Annual compensation; Employed = 
Employment status; Job Ins = Job insecurity; SC = Social capital resources; WD-NL = WD with no work limitations 
vs. NDW; WD-WL = WD with work limitations vs. NDW; Work Exp = Work experience HC resources; W vs. B = 
White vs. Black; W vs. H = White vs. Hispanic. 
*Indicates a significant difference in the magnitude of the indirect effects in which Hispanic WD received lower 
returns than White WD, compared to NDW.  
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Chapter 5: Discussion 
The overarching purpose of my study was to investigate why WD have worse job 
outcomes than NDW, despite the passage of the ADA 25 years ago.  Research has shown that 
WD have unfavorable employment outcomes, relative to NDW, but very few studies have sought 
to clarify the underlying reasons for these differenc s (Nadler et al., 2013; Ruggs et al., 2013).  
Also, as reviewed in chapter 2, the prior literature is limited in scope, suffers from serious design 
flaws, and lacks theoretical grounding, thereby making it difficult to draw any firm conclusions 
about why WD have poorer outcomes than NDW.  Thus, I sought to investigate these issues by 
conducting a methodologically sound, theoretically-based study to more comprehensively 
elucidate the processes that influence differences in mployment outcomes between WD and 
NDW.  
Accordingly, I integrated and extended several theories to create a multifaceted 
framework that incorporates several alternative explanations for differences in job outcomes for 
WD than those of NDW. Specifically, I used HC (Beckr, 1962, 1975, 1993), SC (Coleman, 
1991; Lin, 1999, 2001; Putnam, 2000), and MJA (Ransford, 1980) theories to develop this 
theoretical framework and model, as summarized in Figure 1.  I tested these predictions with a 
fine-grained investigation of whether there were differences between WD (with and/or without 
work limitations) and NDW in the levels of career-rlated capital resources (i.e., Health, 
Education, and Work Experience HC resources and SC resources) and whether, after accounting 
for such differences, there were inequities between WD and NDW in the returns received on 
these resources.  That is, I explored whether equivalent levels of career-related capital resources 
yielded less favorable employment outcomes (i.e., annu l compensation, employment status, 
workplace harassment, and job insecurity) for WD than for NDW, which would suggest 
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discrimination.  I also evaluated whether differencs between WD and NDW in the levels of 
and/or returns on career-related capital resources varied by gender and race/ethnicity.  I 
empirically tested my theoretical model by conducting a cross-sectional study using archival 
survey data from a nationally representative sample of 3,887 US workers in combination with 
the complementary occupational qualifications data from O*Net.  
My results provide evidence suggesting that discrimination against WD may account for 
their worse job outcomes in relation to NDW.  Additionally, my results implied discrimination 
may have an especially detrimental influence on the job outcomes of male and Hispanic work-
limited WD in relation to NDW.   Notably, my findings diverged from the long-established 
literature on workplace harassment and job insecurity, which has rarely included WD, and 
provided intriguing new avenues for future research on these important topics.   Collectively, my 
study was able to more precisely identify specific types of HC and SC resources that may explain 
a variety of job outcomes for WD and to quantify their specific contributions to these outcomes, 
thereby providing information integral for developing solutions to address this serious societal 
problem.     
Summary of Results 
 Relationships between HC and SC resources and job outcomes. Both HC (Becker, 1962, 
1975, 1993) and SC (Coleman, 1991; Lin, 1999, 2001; Putnam, 2000) theories stipulate that 
workers with higher levels of HC and SC resources, r pectively, will have more favorable job 
outcomes than workers with lower levels of these reources.  Thus, I sought to confirm whether 
HC resources, in conjunction with SC resources, would relate to job outcomes in the manner 
indicated by these two theories.  Specifically, these analyses tested the path between the 
mediating variables and the dependent variables in my model, as depicted in Figure 1. 
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All three HC resources variables were related to annu l compensation.  This indicated 
that, even after accounting for the effects of SC resources, higher levels of HC resources were 
associated with better compensation.  These results strongly supported the traditional HC theory 
explanation for earnings in which employers are thought to attach higher wage premiums to 
workers with greater levels of HC resources (vs. those with lower levels of HC resources) due to 
expectations about their increased productivity (Becker, 1962, 1975, 1993).  Surprisingly, HC 
resources were not associated with employment status when SC resources were included in the 
analyses.  These results were inconsistent with HC theory (Becker, 1962, 1975, 1993) and with 
prior research in which higher levels of HC resources (e.g., educational attainment) were 
associated with a higher likelihood of employment (Cutler, Huang, & Lleras-Muney, 2015).  
Given this finding, it may be possible that individual difference or macroeconomic factors not 
examined in the current study, such as worker motivation or economic incentives (e.g., 
termination of unemployment benefits), may have a stronger association with workers’ 
employment status.        
Of the HC resources examined, only Health HC resources were associated with 
workplace harassment.  Particularly, lower levels of Health HC resources (i.e., poorer health 
status) related to a higher likelihood of experiencng workplace harassment.  Prior research has 
shown the self-rated general health measure used in my study strongly relates to objective 
physical health (i.e., the number of comorbid chronic health conditions; Malmusi et al., 2012), 
healthcare resource utilization (i.e., annual costs from prescription medications, hospitalizations, 
and physician office visits; DeSalvo, Jones, Peabody, McDonald, Fihn, Fan, He, & Muntner, 
2009), and all-cause mortality, even after accounting for physician evaluations of health status 
(DeSalvo & Muntner, 2011).  In light of this previous research, my findings implied that Health 
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HC resources may also be an indicator or an approximation of individuals’ actual physical and/or 
mental vulnerability to experiencing mistreatment.   
In addition, Health HC resources were significantly related to job insecurity, although 
neither Education nor Work Experience HC resources w re associated with this outcome.  That 
is, workers in better health reported lower perceived job insecurity.  While job insecurity has 
been shown to be detrimental to one’s health (Burgard, Kalousova, & Seefeldt, 2012), my results 
suggested poor health relates to greater job insecurity.  If so, this implies a negative cycle may 
potentially occur, with those in poor health experiencing job insecurity; in turn, perceiving job 
insecurity may further deteriorate health. 
SC resources were also significantly related to job insecurity.  That is, workers with 
greater social activity engagement and who were more satisfied with their social relationships 
perceived less job insecurity.  As individuals with higher (vs. lower) levels of SC resources are 
more likely to receive unsolicited job offers (McDonald, 2011a), it is possible that workers with 
higher levels of SC resources in my study reported less job insecurity because they felt they had 
alternative options for employment.   
However, SC resources were unrelated to annual compensation, employment status, and 
workplace harassment after accounting for the effects of HC resources on these outcomes.  The 
findings for these latter three job outcomes are inconsistent with prior research that showed SC 
resources predicted higher salary (Seibert et al., 2001) and with SC theory (Coleman, 1988, 
1990; Lin, 1999, 2000), which postulates that labor ma ket advantages will be conferred upon 
workers with more (and/or higher quality) information in their social networks (i.e., higher levels 
of SC resources).  My findings may have diverged from this research due to the manner in which 
SC resources were measured.  For example, some previous studies conceptualized SC resources 
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in terms of the organizational centrality of one’s contacts (Lin, 1999, 2000), which is an indicator 
of the social status of these connections (i.e., more valuable SC resources).  In contrast, my study 
conceptualized SC resources more broadly (not just work-related connections), and my measure 
more closely reflected the number of one’s social connections (i.e., larger quantity of SC 
resources).  It is thus possible that the quality of SC resources may better predict annual 
compensation, employment status, and workplace harassment than the quantity or variety of 
these social ties.                         
Capital deficits in HC and SC resources.  HC (Becker, 1962, 1975, 1993) and SC (Lin, 
2000) theories both suggest that various types of capital deficits help to explain corresponding 
group differences in employment outcomes. Capital deficits entail one group having a higher 
level of resources than the other group of interest.  Thus, I evaluated this proposition among WD 
(with and without work limitations) and NDW, which tested the path between the independent 
variable and mediating variables in my model (Figure 1).      
My results demonstrated that WD with no work limitations were fairly similar to NDW in 
the levels of HC, but not SC, resources, whereas, WD with work limitations considerably 
differed from NDW in the levels of both HC and SC resources.  Prior research has shown that 
generally, individuals with disabilities are more socially isolated (Harris Interactive, 2010b) and 
report poorer health (Loeb et al., 2014) than non-disabled persons.  However, my findings 
provided a more fine-grained understanding of group differences in HC and SC resources.  By 
distinguishing between WD with and without work limitations, I found different patterns of 
group differences depending on the specific type of resources examined.   
Capital deficits in HC and SC resources by gender and race/ethnicity.  I also assessed 
whether levels of career-related capital resources would differ between WD (with and without 
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work limitations) and NDW, based on gender and race/ethnicity, and favor males and Whites, 
respectively, as suggested by MJA theory (Ransford, 1980).  Results from the analyses by gender 
showed this variable did not moderate the effects of disability status on the levels of Health and 
Education HC resources and SC resources.  Yet, gender was found to moderate the relationship 
between disability status and Work Experience HC resources.  These results suggested that, 
compared to NDW, female WD with no work limitations actually had higher levels of general 
work experience and tenure than male counterparts.  This was inconsistent with MJA theory’s 
multiplicative model (i.e., intersectionality), as the results were more favorable for female WD 
(i.e., two lower-status social group identities) than for male counterparts (i.e., one lower-status 
and one higher-status social group identity).  Alternatively, this finding may potentially reflect 
less job mobility, rather than an advantage in HC resources, among female (vs. male) WD, which 
would be in line with research that found occupational segregation by gender among workers in 
the general US population (Tomaskovic-Devey et al., 2006).  Female WD with work limitations 
had lower levels of Work Experience HC resources than male WD with work limitations, which 
was in accord with the intersectionality model.     
For Health HC resources, support for MJA theory’s additive model (i.e., double jeopardy; 
King, 1988) was found.  Specifically, the pattern of main effects indicated that the highest levels 
of Health HC resources (i.e., best overall health statu ) were found among male NDW, followed 
by female NDW, and then male WD with no work limitations.  Conversely, female WD with 
work limitations had the lowest levels of Health HC resources (i.e., worst overall health status); 
this was followed by male WD with work limitations and then female WD with no work 
limitations.  These findings were in agreement with prior research that reported poorer health 
status for women (Malmusi et al., 2012) and for individuals with disabilities (Loeb et al., 2014), 
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compared to men and non-disabled persons, respectively.  Yet, by examining differences 
between WD with work limitations and those WD without work limitations, my study provided 
an understanding of more subtle differences in the lev ls of HC and SC resources. 
Interactions between disability status and race/ethnicity on Health and Education HC 
resources and SC resources were non-significant.  A significant interaction between disability 
status and race/ethnicity on Work Experience HC resources indicated that, compared to NDW, 
Hispanic WD with work limitations had lower levels of general work experience and tenure than 
White counterparts.  However, the main effects for disability status and race/ethnicity were not 
significant, suggesting no differences in Work Experience between WD groups and NDW or 
between Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics.  One possible explanation for these findings is that, for 
Hispanic work-limited WD, the nature of their disabilities may be a poor fit with the types of 
jobs available to them, which seems plausible, given 50.4% of Hispanics in the US labor force 
either work in the Construction or the Agriculture, Forestry, Fishing, and Hunting industries 
(BLS, 2015).  If so, this could serve to preclude th m from acquiring levels of general work 
experience and tenure (Work Experience HC resources) comparable to White work-limited WD 
and NDW.  Future research will need to examine the viability of this idea, as cell sizes were too 
small to do so for the current study.   
The pattern of significant main effects showed racial/ethnic minority WD with work 
limitations had the lowest levels of Health and Education HC resources and SC resources, with 
the second lowest levels evidenced among White WD with ork limitations, followed by 
racial/ethnic minority WD with no work limitations.  In contrast, the highest levels of these 
resources were found among White NDW, the second highest levels were found among 
racial/ethnic minority NDW, and this was followed by White WD with no limitations.  Overall, 
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these findings were in line with the prior literature showing poorer health and lower educational 
attainment for persons with disabilities (Kaye, 2010; Loeb et al., 2014) and racial/ethnic 
minorities (except for Asians; CDC, 2011b; US Census B reau, 2012) in relation to non-disabled 
individuals and Whites, respectively.  Additionally, these findings were consistent with double 
jeopardy effects (King, 1988), that is, the additive model of MJA theory (Ransford, 1980).  
Therefore, results implied that different levels of Health and Education HC resources and SC 
resources may reflect patterns of broader societal discrimination in the access to and acquisition 
of many types of career-related capital resources.  Future research will be needed to further 
corroborate this evidence.   
Return deficits for HC and SC resources on job outcmes.  The dotted line between the 
independent variable and the dependent variables in my model indicates the indirect relationship 
between disability status and job outcomes (Figure 1).  As the indirect effects models accounted 
for differences between groups in levels of resources (i.e., capital deficits), significant mediated 
effects provide evidence for differential returns (i.e., return deficits) on workers’ HC and SC 
resources.  Return deficits, which occur when comparable levels of career-related capital 
resources, on average, yield inequalities in outcomes, can signify discrimination, as defined by 
HC theory (Becker, 1975) and SC theory (Lin, 2000).  I further sought to clarify whether returns 
differed for WD and NDW by gender and race/ethnicity.  Particularly, as suggested by MJA 
theory (Ransford, 1980), I expected that females and r cial/ethnic minorities would have less 
favorable job outcomes than males and Whites, respectively.         
Health HC resources mediated the indirect effects of disability status on workplace 
harassment for WD (with and without work limitations), relative to NDW.  These results 
demonstrated differential returns, such that WD with no work limitations and WD with work 
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limitations have a higher likelihood of experiencing workplace harassment than NDW who have 
similar health status.  Bullying and harassment at work are frequently precipitated by power 
differentials between perpetrators and victims (Einarsen, Hoel, Zapf, & Cooper, 2011).  My 
findings implied that inequalities in Health HC resources may serve to create power differentials 
between WD and those who would bully and harass them.  Specifically, results suggested that 
perpetrators may target WD due to their actual (or perceived) physical and/or mental 
vulnerability to this type of mistreatment.  This interpretation would also be in line with 
stereotypes of individuals with disabilities, which aracterize them as being weak, dependent, 
and incapable (Colella & Stone, 2005).  My study was thus able to identify new avenues for 
prospective research on workplace victimization, which has rarely been extended to WD.   
Interestingly, male WD with work limitations had a higher likelihood of experiencing 
harassment than female WD with work limitations through Education HC resources.  This 
implied that male WD with work limitations, via lower returns on educational attainment and 
training, may be subject to a greater degree of harassment than similarly qualified female WD 
with work limitations and NDW.  This finding directly contradicted MJA theory (Ransford, 
1980) in addition to prior research that showed femal  members of minority groups being more 
likely to experience harassment (Berdahl & Moore, 2006) or incivility (Cortina et al., 2013) on 
the job.  Instead, these results were more in line with social dominance theory (Sidanius & 
Pratto, 1999).  Of particular relevance, the subordinate male target hypothesis stipulates that, due 
to status-related competition among men, male, rathe  than female, members of lower-status 
social groups are more likely to be targets for aggression at the hands of dominant (i.e., higher-
status) males (Sidanius & Pratto, 1999), as well as for discriminatory treatment generally 
(Veenstra, 2013).  In a prospective experimental study, researchers can look to manipulate 
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gender and disability status, measure participants’ social dominance orientation, and ask them to 
provide ratings for a randomly assigned target worker on a broad array of job outcomes.  This 
will allow for the testing of competing hypotheses for MJA theory, compared to social 
dominance theory, which can further help to clarify the processes that explain the job outcomes 
of WD.     
Race/ethnicity did not moderate the indirect effects of disability on workplace 
harassment, which indicated that racial/ethnic minority WD (with or without work limitations) 
were no more likely to experience workplace harassment than White counterparts who have 
similar levels of career-related capital resources.  Thus, WD (with or without work limitations) 
were more likely than NDW to experience workplace harassment, irrespective of race/ethnicity. 
In contrast, prior research, which did not investigate disability status, has shown minority 
race/ethnicity relates to a higher likelihood of exp riencing workplace victimization (Berdahl & 
Moore, 2006; Bergman et al., 2012; Buchanan & Fitzgerald, 2008).  One possible explanation 
for the divergence between my results and those from the previous literature is that race/ethnicity 
may predict workplace harassment among NDW, but not WD.  This interpretation would be in 
line with experimental research that found disability to be significantly more fundamental to the 
person perception process than race/ethnicity (Rohmer & Louvet, 2009).  Specifically, Rohmer 
and Louvet (2009) found that, irrespective of race/ethnicity, a target in a wheelchair was 
perceived by participants primarily in terms of disability; in contrast, non-disabled targets were 
generally described in terms of their race/ethnicity.  Hence, it seems plausible that, because of 
social category salience, racial/ethnic minority status may underlie harassment for NDW, 
whereas disability status may explain harassment against WD, regardless of race/ethnicity.      
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 Results demonstrated that Health HC resources and SC resources mediated the indirect 
effects on job insecurity for WD (with and without work limitations) in comparison to NDW.  
These results implied that WD perceived greater job insecurity than NDW who have equivalent 
levels of Health HC resources (i.e., health status) and SC resources (i.e., participation in social 
activities and satisfaction with social relationships).  Additionally, findings demonstrated that the 
mediated effects of HC and SC resources on job insecurity were neither moderated by gender nor 
by race/ethnicity.  Therefore, for this job outcome, female and racial/ethnic minority WD (with 
and without work limitations) received similar returns on their levels of HC and SC resources as 
male and White WD with no work limitations and WD with work limitations, respectively. 
My findings for job insecurity were largely inconsistent with prior research.  Primarily, 
the extent literature suggests age, gender, educational attainment, and organizational 
downsizing/layoffs, for example, are key predictors f job insecurity (Keim et al., 2014; Naswall 
& DeWitte, 2003).  However, after accounting for all of the aforementioned variables in my 
analyses, the results revealed that these factors were not predictive of job insecurity for WD.   
Rather, health status (Health HC resources), social a tivity engagement, and satisfaction with 
social relationships (SC resources) were most germane to these perceptions.  Additionally, 
previous research has suggested that social relationships with friends, family, and work 
colleagues may serve to mitigate perceptions of job insecurity (Lim, 1996).  Yet, my findings 
implied that WD (with and without limitations) were significantly less likely than NDW to 
experience such buffering effects from their SC resources.  Therefore, my study provided 
contributions to the literature on job insecurity, and results identified new areas in need of further 
investigation in prospective research on this topic. 
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The relationships between disability status and annu l compensation were mediated by 
Health HC resources for WD with no work limitations and by Health HC and Education HC 
resources for WD with work limitations, compared to NDW.  Thus, results for the tests of 
indirect effects on annual compensation provided evi ence for differential returns on Health HC 
resources.  Particularly, WD with no work limitations and WD with work limitations reported 
lower annual compensation than NDW with comparable lev ls of Health HC resources (i.e., 
health status).  WD with work limitations were additionally found to receive lower returns on 
Education HC resources than NDW.  Specifically, WD with work limitations reported lower 
annual compensation than NDW who have equivalent Education HC resources (i.e., educational 
attainment and training).     
Differential returns for Work Experience HC resources on annual compensation were 
also found by gender and race/ethnicity.  Surprisingly, higher earnings for female than for male 
WD with no work limitations, relative to NDW, were explained by Work Experience HC 
resources.  These findings implied that, in relation o NDW, female WD with no work limitations 
received higher returns on equivalent levels of general work experience and tenure than male 
WD with no work limitations.  However, in line with my expectations, compared with NDW, 
worse annual compensation for Hispanic than for White WD with work limitations was 
explained by Work Experience HC resources.  Based on these findings, Hispanic WD with work 
limitations received lower returns on these resources than White counterparts and NDW who 
have comparable general work experience and tenure.  
Collectively, these results were strongly suggestiv of discrimination in annual 
compensation for WD (with and without work limitations), and for male and Hispanic work-
limited WD, in particular, compared to NDW.  According to HC theory (Becker, 1962, 1993), 
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health status, educational attainment, training, general work experience, and tenure should signal 
the degree of workers’ productivity potential to employers, who would then place a larger wage 
premium on those workers with higher (vs. lower) leve s of these resources.  My findings did not 
support this proposition.  Rather, the results were consistent with the HC theory model of 
differential returns on HC resources, which Becker (1975) referred to as reflecting “taste 
discrimination.”  In other words, employers are willing to either pay more (or withhold payment) 
for individuals who have certain characteristics, as opposed to others, even though these qualities 
are not directly productivity-related.  Extending this logic to my findings, my results imply that 
employers, on average, attach less economic value to WD (especially male and Hispanic work-
limited WD) than to NDW with equivalent productivity-related characteristics.   
The relationship between disability status and employment status was found to be 
mediated by Health HC resources, which suggested lower returns on these resources for WD 
(with and without work limitations) than for NDW.  When differences in returns were examined 
by gender, unexpectedly, results showed that, compared to NDW, male WD with work 
limitations had a significantly lower likelihood ofemployment than female counterparts through 
Education HC resources.  Returns to HC and SC resouces on employment status were not found 
to differ by race/ethnicity.  Hence, compared to NDW, White, Black, and Hispanic WD (with 
and without work limitations) received similar returns, given equivalent levels of HC and SC 
resources. 
 Taken together, these findings indicated there were r turn deficits in Health HC resources 
in which WD (with and without work limitations) had a significantly lower likelihood of 
employment than NDW with similar health status.  Additionally, employment was found to be 
lower for male than for female work-limited WD and NDW with similar levels of educational 
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attainment and training.  These findings imply discrimination in the hiring process.  This 
interpretation was in agreement with a prior meta-an lysis of experimental studies that showed 
WD received significantly less favorable hiring recommendations than NDW controls, with the 
negative effects of disability on hiring recommendations being even stronger for male than for 
female WD (Ren, Paetzold, & Colella, 2008).  However, my study was able to further clarify the 
relationship between disability and employment status because I distinguished between the 
outcomes of WD with and without work limitations, by gender and race/ethnicity, relative to 
NDW.  Furthermore, by examining the indirect effects of disability status on employment status, 
my study went further than Ren and her colleagues (2008) by providing a reasonable explanation 
for why differences between WD and NDW can be observed in this outcome, in addition to 
demonstrating the situations in which male (vs. female) WD may have a lower likelihood of 
employment. 
 Of note, there were a number of instances in which return deficits were not found in my 
study.  Results showed WD with no limitations and NDW received comparable returns on 
Education HC resources for all job outcomes examined.  Additionally, WD (with and without 
work limitations) had equivalent returns on Work Experience HC resources for employment 
status, workplace harassment, and job insecurity.  Finally, comparable returns on SC resources 
between WD (with and without work limitations) and NDW for annual compensation, 
employment status, and workplace harassment were demonstrated.  No differences in the 
aforementioned returns by either gender or race/ethnici y were found.  Hence, in these particular 
instances, the evidence did not support discriminatio  against WD.  As findings did not support 
differential returns in these cases, this implies that job outcomes for WD could potentially be 
improved by increasing the levels of these resources to be on par with those of NDW.      
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 Overall summary of the findings.  In summation, my results demonstrated that WD with
no work limitations were generally similar to NDW in the levels of HC, but not SC, resources.  
WD with work limitations had lower levels of virtually all career-related capital resources than 
NDW.  Yet, equivalent levels of career-related capital resources, especially Health HC and SC 
resources, often yielded differential returns that favored NDW over WD (with and without work 
limitations), which provided empirical evidence suggesting discrimination against WD, as 
defined by HC theory (Becker, 1975) and SC theory (Lin, 2000).  Furthermore, in conditional 
indirect effects models, differential returns on HCresources for WD (vs. NDW) also varied by 
gender in a few cases, although the pattern of these findings did not align with my expectations, 
as female WD had better outcomes than their male counterparts.  With the exception of lower 
annual compensation for Hispanic than for White work-limited WD, compared to NDW, the 
remainder of the evidence suggested that returns on career-related capital resources did not differ 
between Whites, Blacks, and Hispanics.  
Empirical Contributions 
 My review of the available literature indicated that prior studies on employment bias or 
discrimination against WD are greatly limited.  Specifically, previous studies have often just 
assessed observers’ attitudes about WD without clarifying how such attitudes are linked to 
subsequent job outcomes.  This may be because much of this research has lacked theoretical 
grounding, making the interpretation of findings difficult.  In contrast, in my study, well-
established theory was combined and extended to generate and test hypotheses, which enabled a 
clearer understanding of the connections between career-related capital resources and four types 
of job outcomes for WD.  As further noted by systematic reviews of this literature (Kulkarni and 
Lengnick-Hall, 2014; Ruggs et al., 2013), most prior studies were based on laboratory 
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experiments with student participants’ ratings of fictitious WD, thus reducing external validity.  
Instead, I examined four different types of job outc mes of a large, nationally representative 
sample of workers, thereby increasing the generalizabi ty of my findings.   
Another advantage of my study over prior research was the breadth of career-related 
capital resources that were incorporated into my analyses.  Particularly, while my study included 
more traditional types of HC resources, such as Education and Work Experience, my study 
likewise considered the effects of Health HC resources, which have infrequently been examined 
in the broader HC theory research literature (Becker, 2007).  Health HC resources were also 
construed broadly in my study to encompass both physical and mental health.  My analyses 
further included measures of SC resources, which allowed me to discern whether the effects of 
social network characteristics explained job outcomes beyond the contributions made by HC 
resources to these outcomes.  I additionally incorporated several objective occupational 
characteristics as alternative measures of my career-related capital resources variables from 
O*Net, as well as including subjective, self-reported measures from the NHIS dataset.  Using 
multiple, independent sources of data to measure these variables helped to minimize common 
method bias from contaminating my results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003). 
Another notable empirical contribution of my research is that, unlike the vast majority of 
studies, I distinguished between WD with work limitations and WD with no work limitations.  
Doing so allowed for a more robust test of discrimination, given that this approach controls for 
the effects of functional limitations on job demands (Baldwin & Choe, 2014a; DeLeire, 2001).  
Specifically, because their disabilities are likely to interfere with performing essential job tasks, 
WD with work limitations would be expected to have worse job outcomes than NDW.  However, 
the disabilities of WD with no work limitations may not impede effective job performance.  As 
                                                         Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination  123 
 
such, in the absence of discrimination, WD with no work limitations may have comparable job 
outcomes to NDW; if this is not the case, and there are differences in job outcomes, such 
differences may be an indicator of the amount of discrimination that can be attributed to 
disability status.  In other words, differences between WD with no work limitations and NDW 
may reflect discrimination, whereas differences betwe n WD with work limitations and NDW 
may reflect the impact of functional limitations onjob demands in addition to discrimination.  
Overall, this approach permitted me to: (1) investigate whether discrimination likely explained 
differences in outcomes between WD and NDW and (2) provide quantitative estimates of the 
extent of potential discrimination. 
Theoretical Implications     
Ultimately, my study contributed to the scholarly literature by merging and extending 
HC, SC, and MJA theories into a single, integrated framework.  This theoretical foundation 
served as the basis for exploring multiple reasonable explanations for work-related inequalities 
between WD and NDW in my study.  Specifically, this approach allowed me to ascertain 
whether annual compensation, employment status, job insecurity, and workplace harassment, 
were explained by differences in (1) the levels of everal important types of career-related capital 
(i.e., HC and SC resources), (2) the returns on these critical resources (i.e., discrimination), or (3) 
a combination of these factors.  I also investigated the extent to which the intersection of 
disability status (WD with work limitations, WD with no work limitations, or NDW) with gender 
or race/ethnicity affected these outcomes.  Testing HC and SC theories together was particularly 
informative, given the relationships between some forms of HC and SC resources and job 
outcomes were inconsistent with these theories and with the vast majority of prior research that 
considered either type of resource alone.  Future res arch can adapt this theoretical framework to 
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examine discrimination against other marginalized employee groups, such as older workers, 
given it permits for the simultaneous evaluation of differences in the levels of and returns on 
factors pertinent to job outcomes across occupations. 
Implications for HC theory. HC theory (Becker, 1962, 1971, 1975, 1993) was extended in 
my study by examining the effects of Health HC resources on job outcomes, as these resources 
have infrequently been assessed in the previous HC theory literature (Becker, 2007).  Extending 
HC theory by taking workers’ health into account was important, given this type of HC resource 
is especially germane to the job outcomes of WD (DeLeir , 2001; Gilleskie & Hoffman, 2014), 
as was likewise verified by my findings.  Exclusively focusing on more traditional forms of HC 
resources (e.g., education, training, etc.) would have provided an incomplete portrayal of the 
processes underlying job outcomes for WD.   
With few exceptions, traditional forms of HC resources were generally not predictive of 
work outcomes when Health HC resources were taken into account.  Hence, my findings 
contradicted the broader HC theory literature, which has almost solely emphasized educational 
attainment, training, and work experience as being key determinants of job outcomes (Becker, 
1993; Goldin, 2014; Nawakaphaitoon, 2014).  However, my results concurred with the few 
studies that have shown Health HC resources to be associated with better job outcomes for 
workers, such as higher wages (Cai, 2009) and a greater likelihood of employment (Pacheco, 
Page, & Webber, 2014).  By providing evidence that Health HC was strongly related to 
workplace harassment and job insecurity, in addition o annual compensation and employment 
status, my study thus builds upon and further extends this small body of literature.   
Implications for SC theory. Prior research has applied SC theory to explore diff rences in 
work-related outcomes between men and women and between racial/ethnic minorities and 
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Whites (McDonald, 2011a, 2011b; Parks-Yancy et al., 2008). Yet, mostly speculation has been 
offered about how the number and/or quality of social onnections influence the job outcomes of 
WD (Kulkarni, 2012; Langford et al., 2013).  The results of the very few quantitative studies in 
this area cannot be readily generalized to most WD or to the majority of jobs, as they involved 
lab experiments in which undergraduates rated resum of fictitious applicants for a minimum 
wage job (Phillips et al., 2014) or a small sample of adults with severe psychiatric impairments 
primarily working in sheltered employment programs (Roberts et al., 2010).  I thus extended SC 
theory to the broader population of WD in the US labor force and across the full complement of 
occupations to empirically clarify the manner in which SC resources relate to job outcomes.  
This approach was fruitful in light of the significant contributions made by SC resources to 
explaining job insecurity in my study.      
Implications for MJA theory. MJA theory (Ransford, 1980) has often been applied to 
examine how job outcomes are influenced by the combination of workers’ race/ethnicity and 
gender.  Those studies exploring the intersection of disability status and other social group 
identities have typically assessed how disability status and gender jointly impact relationships 
with intimate partners (Olkin, 2003; Rintala et al., 1997) or healthcare access (Nosek et al., 1995; 
Parish & Huh, 2006).  In contrast, prior to the present study, there has been little attention to 
investigating how disability status, in conjunction with other social group identities, affects 
work-related outcomes (Nelson & Probst, 2010).  Hence, I extended MJA theory by investigating 
the effects of disability status, along with race/ethnicity and gender, on the levels of and returns 
on career-related capital resources and how differences in these resources subsequently related to 
a variety of job outcomes.   
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My results were in accord with the additive model of MJA (i.e., double jeopardy; King, 
1988) for the effects of disability status, along with gender, on the levels of Health HC resources 
and for the effects of disability status with race/ethnicity on Health and Education HC resources 
and SC resources, which insinuates there may be discrim nation in the acquisition of these 
resources.  Future research will be needed to investigate this possibility further.  The 
multiplicative model of MJA (i.e., intersectionality), in which, compared to NDW, female and 
racial/ethnic minority WD would be expected to have less favorable outcomes than male and 
White WD, respectively, received almost no support.  A notable exception to this pattern was the 
finding that Hispanic WD with work limitations had significantly lower annual compensation 
than White WD with work limitations and NDW, via the effects of differential returns on general 
work experience and tenure (i.e., Work Experience HC resources).         
Practical Implications 
My study was designed to offer practical utility to p licymakers, organizations, and WD, 
alike.  As discussed below, the results of my study can help policymakers develop evidence-
based programs that will be efficacious in increasing employment opportunities for WD.  
Furthermore, taxpayer funds could be better stewarded towards existing programs at the national, 
state, and local levels that are already equipped to provide necessary services for WD.  Overall, 
by helping to improve employment outcomes, my findings will likewise be integral to enhancing 
the well-being and quality of life of WD.   
Implications for government policy. Because Education HC resources were found to 
explain worse annual compensation for WD with work limitations than for NDW, the 
government should consider increasing funding for vocational rehabilitation services.  Income 
was found to increase, on average, 326% over baseline after vocational rehabilitation program 
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completion, thereby supporting the considerable effctiveness of such programs for improving 
compensation for WD (Walls & Dowler, 2014).  Sponsoring community-based outreach 
programs that can decrease the social isolation of WD may be a feasible option to enhance SC 
resources.  This may be particularly prudent, as SC resources were particularly relevant to 
predicting job insecurity for WD (with and without work limitations), compared to NDW.  
Moreover, increasing the number and quality of social interactions with friends, family, and 
colleagues may have the added advantage of improving health status (Fiorillo & Sabatini, 2011), 
which is important because Health HC resources appeared to play a major role in worse job 
outcomes for WD (with or without work limitations) in relation to NDW.   
Given that discrimination (i.e., return deficits) was identified as a potential factor 
explaining all of the job outcomes examined for WD in my study, the government should divert 
more resources toward the enforcement of Equal Opportunity/Affirmative Action (EEO/AA) 
laws pertaining to WD.  Improving employment outcomes for WD is the ultimately the most 
fiscally responsible option.  This is because it will have the two-fold benefit of reducing federal 
SSDI expenditures, while simultaneously increasing the revenue stream for this vital social 
safety net program (CBO, 2012; Drake et al., 2009).   
Implications for educational institutions. The results of my study can also assist 
educational institutions in better preparing their students with disabilities for entering the 
workforce.  Because Education HC resources were integral to annual compensation for work-
limited WD, generally, and to employment for male work-limited WD, specifically, schools can 
focus on implementing instructional techniques thatwill help students with more acute 
impairments to effectively develop their general KSAs (e.g., verbal and math skills), which will 
be necessary for entry into college and the labor market.  To increase SC resources, educational 
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institutions can look for ways to facilitate the greater inclusion of students with disabilities in 
clubs and activities on campus and/or in internships with faculty who are working in students’ 
areas of study.  So that students with disabilities ar  able to maintain their health, schools and 
universities should serve fresh, nutritious food in their cafeterias and have relevant healthcare 
personnel (e.g., school nurse, mental health counselors, tc.) on staff and readily accessible.   
It would also be advisable for educational institutions to review (and, if necessary, revise) 
their policies and make certain sufficient resources are allocated for students with disabilities, as 
well as for the proper training of those staff membrs who work with them.  This will not only 
increase institutional compliance and accountability, thereby helping diminish the likelihood of 
discrimination, but will likewise ensure that students with disabilities receive the high-quality 
education to which they are legally (and morally) entitled.  The government likewise has a role 
to play in this process by providing educational institutions with the funding required to enact 
relevant programs and policies.  
Implications for organizations. My findings can also aid organizations in determining the 
areas in which they should focus their efforts to recruit, hire, and promote WD, while avoiding 
wasted time and resources.  For example, organizations can focus on skills training, tuition 
reimbursement, or similar policies that can increase the educational attainment and/or training of 
WD, especially for those with work limitations.  Health HC resources, the most critical factor in 
job outcomes for WD, can be increased by offering employee assistance programs, ensuring 
workloads and productivity goals are reasonable to prevent burnout, and allowing flexible 
scheduling to permit employees to maintain a meaningful work-life balance.  Organizations can 
look to encourage mentoring, team building, company-sponsored volunteer opportunities in the 
local community, or other initiatives that can increase the number and/or quality of social 
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connections (i.e., SC resources) for WD.  As workplace culture has been shown to play a 
considerable role in facilitating or, alternatively, inhibiting the inclusion of WD (Schur, Kruse, & 
Blanck, 2005), it is also essential that organizations proactively sponsor diversity training for all 
staff, evaluate their current workplace policies and practices, and put mechanisms into place that 
enhance firm-wide accountability (Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly, 2006).   
Hiring and retaining WD has been shown to increase profitability and reduce turnover-
related costs, among other tangible benefits, for organizations (Hartnett, Stuart, Thurman, Loy, & 
Batiste, 2011).  Additionally, consumers have reported highly favorable attitudes toward 
organizations that hire WD, with nearly 90% indicatng they preferred to do business with 
companies that engage in this practice (Siperstein, Romano, Mohler, & Parker, 2006).  Hence, 
policies that improve job outcomes for WD can be of mutual benefit to both organizations and 
WD. 
Implications for quality of life. Of foremost importance, by clarifying the factors that 
explain job outcomes for WD, my study provides a necessary first step towards creating 
workplace policies that can enhance the well-being of these individuals.  Research demonstrates 
that employment can improve the lives of WD in a variety of ways, such as decreasing the 
likelihood of poverty, reducing social isolation, and developing “civic skills” (Schur, 2002).  
Moreover, for WD, prior research showed having a full-time, permanent job, compared to a part-
time or temporary position, related to higher self-r ported life satisfaction and lower perceived 
disability-based discrimination (Konrad, Moore, Ng, Doherty, & Breward, 2013).  Relative to 
employed NDW, those who were unemployed or out of the labor force self-reported significantly 
poorer mental health (Milner, LaMontagne, Aitken, Bentley, & Kavanagh, 2014).  Yet, the 
difference in mental health ratings, favoring those who currently have a job, was substantially 
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larger between employed WD, compared to unemployed r out of the labor force WD.  
Therefore, research strongly implies that better employment outcomes are fundamental to 
increasing many different aspects of quality of life for WD.            
Limitations 
 Despite several notable strengths, there are nonetheless a number of caveats that should 
be observed when interpreting the findings from my study.  As this was a correlational study, 
causal inferences cannot be drawn regarding the relationships of interest.  It is thus possible that 
factors other than discrimination could account for the differences between WD and NDW found 
in my study.  For example, workers’ motivation (e.g., self-efficacy), personality (e.g., optimism), 
and/or other preexisting individual differences may influence whether a person views 
himself/herself as being work-limited, decides to wrk in a given occupation, or perceives 
himself/herself as having been harassed on the job.  Furthermore, as indicated by stigma theory 
(Link & Phelan, 2006; Phelan, Link, and Dovidio, 2008), discrimination can stem from negative 
beliefs about the characteristics of social groups (and individual who are members of these 
groups) that are perceived to deviate from the norm.  My study was unable to examine the 
relationship between observers’ perceptions of WD and subsequent job outcomes.  The 
previously noted shortcomings are largely a function of using an archival dataset, which 
prevented me from including data on these potential confounders.  Nonetheless, my study was 
able to control for several other plausible explanatio s for differences in job outcomes (e.g., age, 
number of hours worked per week, etc.) and, after ruling out these alternative explanations, the 
preponderance of the evidence was consistent with an interpretation of discrimination against 
WD.  
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Because of small subsamples of employed WD, as well as the sizeable imbalances in 
subgroup sample sizes, I cannot exclude the possibility this study was underpowered to detect 
many of the conditional indirect effects of HC and SC resources on job outcomes that I 
hypothesized to vary by gender and race/ethnicity.  It is also possible that the difference between 
work-limited Hispanic and White WD, relative to NDW, may have instead been due to chance.  
My analyses only included data from White, Black, and Hispanic workers. As such, my results 
may not generalize to racial/ethnic groups not explicitly examined in this study.  Future research 
will need to obtain a sufficient amount of data from less prevalent racial/ethnic minority groups, 
especially Asians, to clarify whether this is the case.     
Moreover, my study used a cross-sectional design, due to the necessary data only having 
been collected in a single year of the NHIS.  Therefore, my results cannot provide information on 
the extent to which the relationships I examined fluctuate over time. It is important to note that 
the NHIS data I used in my study was collected during 2010, a period in which the US was only 
just beginning to recover from a major recession.  My study did control for mass layoffs by 
industry.  However, as the US economy has markedly improved in the intervening years, it is 
possible my results would not be replicated in thismuch more favorable economic climate.  
Future research will need to verify the degree to which the results are temporally stable.   
 Although consistent with prior research (Burkhauser et al., 2002, 2012a, 2012b), the 
manner in which work limitations was operationalized is important to keep in mind.  In effect, 
work limitations reflect an interaction between characteristics of the person’s disability and those 
of a specific job.  Hence, WD may be work-limited in some jobs, but have no work limitations in 
other occupations.  Moreover, a person may have work limitations in a particular job until being 
provided with training or accommodations, at which point, she or he may no longer have work 
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limitations with respect to that job.  Therefore, it is possible that those WD who reported a work 
limitation at the time my data were collected may report no work limitations if they were to be 
surveyed again at a later point in time.  Additionally, the definition of work limitations in my 
study resulted in heterogeneous WD groups comprised of workers with various types of 
disabilities or even multiple disabilities.  This may have introduced bias into my findings, as 
there is evidence that employment outcomes can vary, depending upon disability type.  For 
instance, in an experimental study, fictional job candidates with mental disabilities received less 
favorable recommendations for promotion, salary, and training than candidates with mobility 
disabilities (Maculaitis & Lyness, 2015).  Nonetheless, distinguishing between WD by the 
presence (vs. absence) of work limitations was also  trength that allowed me to evaluate the 
effects of disability in a way that is in accord with the socio-medical model of disability (Nagi, 
1991), more directly pertinent to job performance, and more closely aligned with how the ADA 
conceptualizes disability as the capability to perform essential job functions, with or without 
accommodations.  Overall, the aforementioned issues highlight some of the vast complexities 
entailed in examining employment outcomes for WD.   
The measure of work experience used in my study may likewise have limited inferences 
that can be made about the findings.  Specifically, I used Mincer’s equation (i.e., age minus years 
of schooling minus six; Mincer, 1974) to calculate respondents’ level of general work 
experience.  This approach was taken for practical reasons, namely the 2010 NHIS did not 
contain a measure that corresponded to this variable.  I also felt this choice was justified, given 
Mincer’s equation has been the fundamental basis of ec nomics research on wage estimates for 
nearly half a century, although some economists have argued that this measure yields biased 
estimates (Heckman, Lochner, & Todd, 2003).  Of relevance to this issue, some research has 
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shown that, on average, WD may be less likely than NDW to be employed on a continual basis 
(Gilleskie & Hoffman, 2014; Kaye, 2010), although they are just as likely as NDW to have prior 
employment experience (Ali et al., 2011), which suggests that, for at least some WD, Mincer’s 
equation may provide upwardly biased estimates of general work experience.          
Conclusions 
Overall, my findings provide evidence for both differential levels of and returns on 
career-related capital resources for WD and NDW.  Based on the results, Health HC resources, in 
particular, offer a plausible explanation for the worse job outcomes of WD, relative to NDW.  By 
identifying the precise career-related capital resources that may potentially have the greatest 
influence on employment outcomes for WD, as well as cl rifying the processes by which these 
resources may operate, my findings can help to inform diversity policy development.  Having an 
adequate understanding of those factors that explain differences in employment outcomes can aid 
governments and organizations in creating programs that are customized to the needs of WD in a 
manner that is not only effective but is also fiscally responsible.  Ultimately, the results of my 
study can also impart guidance about how to improve quality of life for WD, as better 
employment outcomes can facilitate financial independence and decrease social isolation, both in 
the workplace and in the broader community. 
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Appendix A: Main Study Measures 





Do you have difficulty seeing, even if wearing glasse ?a 
Do you have difficulty hearing, even when using a he ring aid?a 
Do you have difficulty remembering or concentrating?a 
Do you have difficulty walking or climbing steps?a 
Do you have difficulty with self-care, such as washing all over or 
dressing?a 
Because of a physical, mental, or emotional problem, do you need the 
help of other persons in handling routine needs, such as everyday 
household chores, doing necessary business, shopping, or getting 





Cannot do at all 








Work Limitations  
 
Are you limited in the kind or amount of work you can do because of 

































What is the highest level of school you have completed or the highest 
degree you have received?a 
Educational attainment of the majority or plurality of incumbents in 









Less than high school 
degree 
High school degree or 
GED 
Some college, no degree 
Associates degree 
Bachelors degree 





The level of education, experience, and training necessary to perform 
each respondent’s occupation.b  
Graduate or professional 
degree 
 












Mincer’s equation for estimating general work experience (i.e., age – 
years of education – 6)c 








In general, how would you rate your mental health, including your 
mood and your ability to think?a 
In general, how would you rate your physical health?a 









Mediator: Social Capital Resources 
 
Social Activity Engagement 
 
Do you participate in social activities?a 
Do you get out with friends or family?a 
Do you participate in religious activities?a 
Do you participate in community gatherings?a 
Do you go to school or achieve your educational go ls?a 





Unable to do the activity 
Don’t do the activity 
Do the activity 
 
Social Relationship Satisfaction 
 
In general, how would you rate your satisfaction with your social 
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Work-Related Social Contact 
 
How much does this job require the worker to be in co tact with 
















Working for pay at a job 
or business 
With a job or business, 
but not at work 
Looking for work 
Not working at a job or 
business and not 




What is your best estimate of your earnings before tax s and 



















$1 to $4,999 
$5,000 to $9,999 
$10,000 to $14,999 
$15,000 to $19,999 
$20,000 to $24,999 
$25,000 to $29,999 
$30,000 to $34,999 
$35,000 to $39,999 
$40,000 to $44,999 
$45,000 to $49,999 
$50,000 to $54,999 
$55,000 to $59,999 
$60,000 to $64,999 
$65,000 to $69,999 
$70,000 to $74,999 




During the past 12 months, were you threatened, bullied, or harassed 
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Job Insecurity  
 












aItem from the 2010 National Health Interview Survey. 
bItem from O*Net. 
cItem calculated from 2010 National Health Interview Survey data. 
 
  
                                                      
 
 
Figure 1  
Conditional Indirect Effects M
 
Note. Reference groups in the analyses were as follows: (1) 
male; (3) Race/Ethnicity: White
question; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD




  Human Capital, Social Capital, and Discrimination 
odel Tested in the Current Study  
Disability Status





: NDW; (2) Gender: 
-WL=Workers 
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Table 1  
Descriptive Statistics for All Study Variables 
Variable n Percentage 
Disability status   
          Non-disabled 3138 80.7 
          No work limitations 335   8.6 
          Work limitations 413 10.6 
Gender   
          Male 1732 44.6 
          Female 2155 55.4 
Race/ethnicity   
          White  2536 65.2 
          Black  650 16.7 
          Hispanic 449 11.6 
          Asian 148 3.8 
          Other racea 104 2.7 
Region of residence   
          Northeast 582 15.0 
          North Central/Midwest 968 24.9 
          South 1420 36.5 
          West 917 23.6 
Has more than one job   
          No 2591 66.7 
          Yes 264   6.8 
Class of worker   
          Private sector 3180 81.8 
          Public sector 695 17.9 
Employment status   
          Employed 2850 73.3 
          Unemployed 1037 26.7 
Harassed or bullied at work   
          No 2863 73.7 
          Yes 267 6.9 
Variable Mean SD 
Age 41.57 13.23 
Hours worked per week 39.75 13.48 
Tenure 7.65 8.67 
Work experience 19.88 13.39 
Training (O*Net) 2.85 1.06 
Educational attainment 3.41 1.50 
Education (O*Net) 2.94 1.57 
General health 3.77 1.06 
Mental health 3.88 1.00 
Physical health 3.60 1.05 
Social engagement 4.01 1.38 
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Social satisfaction 3.75 1.04 
Work social contact (O*Net) 70.60 20.51 
Mass layoffs by industry 562.99 467.57 
Job insecurity 2.13 .97 
Annual earnings 6.36 3.05 
 
Note. N=3,887. 
aIncludes respondents who identified as non-Hispanic Native American, Alaskan Native, Pacific 
Islander, or Other race/ethnicity. 
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Table 2 
Intercorrelations among Main Study Variables 
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Table 3














General Health .83 - - .72  
Mental Health .82 - - .67  
Physical Health .91 - - .80  
Education - .69 - .56  
Edu Qual - .94 - .85  
Training - .93 - .85  
Tenure - - .89 .78  
Work Experience - - .85 .77  
      
 Eigenvalues 2.80 1.84 1.36 .59 
 % of Variance  34.98%  22.99% 16.97% 7.34% 
 PA Eigenvalues 1.09 1.06 1.04 1.02 
 
Note. Only factor loadings ±.32 or above are shown.  Edu Qual=Educational qualifications for 
each respondent’s occupation; PA=Parallel analysis; Work Exp=Work experience. 
 
  















Social Engagement .81 .66      
Social Satisfaction .81 .65      
Work Social Contact - .05      
    
 Eigenvalues    1.36     .99 
 % of Variance     45.45%    32.88% 
 PA Eigenvalues    1.05   1.01 
 
Note. Only factor loadings ±.32 or above are shown.  PA= arallel analysis. 
 
  




The Relationship between Disability Status and Human C pital and Social Capital Resources 
Variable B SE p-value 95% LCL 95% UCL 
   Health HC   
Constant    .80 .24   .001    .32  1.27 
WD-NL -1.23 .16 <.001 -1.55 -.90 
WD-WL -2.99 .25 <.001 -3.48 -2.51 
R2    .11     
   Education HC   
Constant  -1.32 .28 <.001  -1.87      -.76 
WD-NL    -.32 .19 .10    -.69  .06 
WD-WL -.98 .29  .001 -1.54 -.41 
R2    .12     
   Work Exp HC   
Constant -4.83 .10 <.001 -5.02  -4.64 
WD-NL   .07 .07  .28  -.06    .20 
WD-WL   .03 .10  .76  -.16    .22 
R2   .74     
   SC Resources   
Constant  .60 .16 <.001    .29   .91 
WD-NL -.38 .11 <.001   -.59  -.17 
WD-WL -1.40 .16 <.001 -1.71 -1.09 
R2   .07     
 
Note. Sample sizes ranged from n=2,549 to n=2,835. Models controlled for region of residence, 
age, total hours usually worked per week, class of worker, has more than one job, and extended 
mass layoffs by industry.  HC=Human capital resources; LCL=Lower confidence limit; 
SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confide ce limit; WD-NL=Workers with 
disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work 
limitations; Work Exp=Work experience.   
 
  




The Relationship between Human Capital and Social Capital Resources and Annual 
Compensation, Employment Status, Workplace Harassment, and Job Insecurity 
 
Variable B SE p-value 95% LCL 95% UCL 
   Annual Comp   
Constant 3.72 .39 <.001 2.96 4.49 
Health   .10 .03 <.001   .05   .15 
Education   .44 .02 <.001   .40   .48 
Work Exp   .52 .06 <.001   .40   .63 
SC Resources -.06 .04 .19 -.14   .03 
R2   .42     
   Employment   
Constant 9.89 6.48 .13 -2.81 22.59 
Health  .59 .43 .16 -.25  1.43 
Education -.26 .31 .39 -.86  .34 
Work Exp -.53 .67 .43 -1.85  .79 
SC Resources -.12 .62 .85  .21  .62 
McFadden R2 .24     
   Harassment   
Constant -2.53 .08 <.001 -2.69 -2.38 
Health   -.14 .04 <.001 -.21 -.07 
Education   .00 .03 .97 -.05 .06 
Work Exp  -.06 .04 .16 -.14  .02 
SC Resources -.05 .06 .40 -.16 .06 
McFadden R2  .04     
   Job Insecurity   
Constant 1.92 .14 <.001 1.63 2.20 
Health  -.05 .01 <.001 -.07      -.03 
Education  -.02 .01 .05 -.03 .00 
Work Exp -.04 .02 .06 -.08 .00 
SC Resources -.07 .02 <.001 -.10 -.04 
R2  .07     
 
Note. Sample sizes ranged from n=2,549 to n=2,835. Models controlled for disability status, 
region of residence, age, total hours usually worked p r week, class of worker, and extended 
mass layoffs by industry, except for Harassment, in which results shown only controlled for 
disability status.  Annual Comp=Annual compensation; LCL=Lower confidence limit; SC= 
Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; Work Exp=Work experience.   
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Annual Compensation 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Total -.20 .10 -.39 -.01 
Health -.12 .04 -.20 -.06 
Education -.14 .08 -.30  .03 
Work Exp   .04 .03  -.03  .11 
SC Resources   .02 .02 -.01  .07 
Health – Edu   .02 .09 -.16  .19 
Health – Work Expa -.16 .05 -.26 -.06 
Health – SC Resa -.14 .05 -.26 -.06 
Edu – Work Exp -.18 .09 -.35  .01 
Edu – SC Res -.16 .09 -.33  .01 
Work Exp – SC Res   .02 .04 -.06  .09 
 Index of Mediation  
Total -.02 .01 -.04 .00 
Healthb -.01 .00 -.02 -.01 
Education -.02 .01 -.03 .00 
Work Exp .00 .00 .00 .01 
SC Resources .00 .00 .00 .01 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Total -.64 .16  -.94 -.32 
Health -.30 .09   -.48 -.14 
Education -.43 .12   -.67 -.19 
Work Exp  .02 .06   -.11  .14 
SC Resources  .08 .06   -.03  .21 
Health – Edu  .14 .14   -.15  .41 
Health – Work Expa -.31 .11   -.52 -.11 
Health – SC Resa -.37 .13   -.64 -.14 
Edu – Work Expa -.45 .14   -.72 -.18 
Edu – SC Resa -.51 .14   -79 -.24 
Work Exp – SC Res -.06 .09  -.24  .11 
 Index of Mediation  
Totalb -.05 .01 -.07 -.02 
Healthb -.02 .01 -.04 -.01 
Educationb -.03 .01 -.05 -.01 
Work Exp .00 .00 -.01 .01 
SC Resources .01 .00 .00 .02 
 
Note.  N=2,139.  Process Model 4 was used to perform the test of indirect effects.  The model 
controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, has more than one 
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job, extended mass layoffs by industry, and class of worker.  Significant indirect effects appear 
in bold.  Edu=Education; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC Res =Social capital resources; 
SE=Standard error; Total=Total indirect effect; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no 
work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work 
Exp=Work experience. 
aContrast between specific indirect effects was significant. 
bStandardized effect size was significantly different from 0.         
 
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Employment Status 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Total -.64 .37 -1.18  .47 
Health -.75 .24 -1.13 -.05 
Education  .10 .28 -.23  .94 
Work Exp  -.04 .09 -.37  .06 
SC Resources   .05 .11 -.06 .60 
Health – Edua  -.84 .30 -1.55  -.41 
Health – Work Exp  -.71 .28 -1.13  .16 
Health – SC Resa  -.80 .30 -1.35  -.10 
Edu – Work Exp  .13 .35      -.29  1.09 
Edu – SC Res  .04 .31 -.24 1.04 
Work Exp – SC Res  -.09 .15 -.78 .08 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Total -1.31 1.09 -3.03  1.41 
Health  -1.78 .53 -2.49   -.05 
Education  .25 .67 -.56   1.85 
Work Exp .06 .16 -.11   .62 
SC Resources .16 .35      -.19  1.96 
Health – Edua  -2.02 .65  -3.51   -1.16 
Health – Work Expa  -1.83 .53  -2.49   -.05 
Health – SC Resa  -1.93 .73   -3.24       -.20 
Edu – Work Exp  .19 .59  -.52   1.79 
Edu – SC Res  .09 .78   -.55  2.44 
Work Exp – SC Res  -.10 .38   -1.45  .32 
 
Note. N=2,553.  Process Model 4 was used to perform the test of indirect effects.  The model 
controlled for disability status, region of residenc , age, total hours usually worked per week, 
class of worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  Significant 
indirect effects appear in bold.  Edu=Education; LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-
disabled workers; SC Res=Social capital resources; SE=Standard error; Total=Total indirect 
effect; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work 
limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work 
experience.  
aContrast between specific indirect effects was significant. 
 
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Workplace Harassment 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW   
Total  .20 .05  .10 .30 
Health  .20 .06  .09  .32 
Education  .00 .02 -.03 .03 
Work Exp -.02 .02 -.07 .00 
SC Resources  .02 .03 -.03 .09 
Health - Edua  .20 .06  .08  .32 
Health – Work Expa  .22 .06  .10 .35 
Health – SC Resa  .17 .08  .02 .33 
Edu – Work Exp  .02 .02 -.02 .07 
Edu – SC Res -.02 .03 -.09 .04 
Work Exp – SC Res -.04 .04 -.12 .02 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Total  .49 .11  .27 .72 
Health  .47 .14  .20 .75 
Education  .00 .03 -.06 .06 
Work Exp  -.05 .04 -.13 .01 
SC Resources  .07 .09 -.10 .24 
Health – Edua  .47 .14  .20 .77 
Health – Work Expa  .52 .14  .24 .81 
Health – SC Resa  .40 .20  .01 .81 
Edu – Work Exp  .05 .05 -.04 .15 
Edu – SC Res  -.07 .10 -.26 .12 
Work Exp – SC Res  -.12 .10 -.31 .06 
 
Note. N=2,835.  Process Model 4 was used to perform the test of indirect effects.  Significant 
indirect effects appear in bold.  Edu=Education; LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-
disabled workers; SC res=Social capital resources; SE=Standard error; Total=Total indirect 
effect; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work 
limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work 
experience. 
aContrast between specific indirect effects was significant. 
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Job Insecurity 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Total  .10 .02  .06   .13 
Health  .06 .02  .03   .09 
Education  .01 .00  .00   .02 
Work Exp  .00 .00 -.01   .00 
SC Resources  .03 .01  .01   .06 
Health – Edua  .05 .02  .01   .09 
Health – Work Expa  .06 .02  .04   .10 
Health – SC Res  .03 .02  -.01   .07 
Edu – Work Exp  .01 .01  .00   .02 
Edu – SC Resa  -.02 .01      -.05  -.01 
Work Exp – SC Resa  -.03 .01 -.06  -.02 
 Index of Mediation  
Totalb .03 .01 .02 .04 
Healthb .02 .00 .01 .03 
Education .00 .00 .00 .01 
Work Exp .00 .00 .00 .00 
SC Resourcesb .01 .00 .01 .02 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Total  .26 .04  .19   .34 
Health  .14 .03  .08   .21 
Education  .01 .01  .00   .03 
Work Exp  .01 .01  .00   .02 
SC Resources  .10 .03  .05   .15 
Health – Edua  .13 .04  .06   .20 
Health – Work Expa  .14 .03  .07   .21 
Health – SC Res  .05 .05      -.05   .14 
Edu – Work Exp  .01 .01 -.01   .03 
Edu – SC Resa  -.08 .03 -.14  -.04 
Work Exp – SC Resa  -.09 .03      -.15  -.05 
 Index of Mediation  
Totalb .05 .01        .04 .07 
Healthb .03 .01        .02 .04 
Education .00 .00        .00 .01 
Work Exp .00 .00        .00  01 
SC Resourcesb .02 .01        .01 .03 
 
Note. N=2,549.  Process Model 4 was used to perform the test of indirect effects.  The model 
controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, class of worker, has 
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more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  Significant indirect effects appear in 
bold.  Edu=Education; LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC 
Res=Social capital resources; SE=Standard error; Total=Total indirect effect; UCL=Upper 
confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-
WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
aContrast between specific indirect effects was significant. 
bStandardized effect size was significantly different from 0.  
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Table 12 
The Relationship between Disability Status and Human C pital and Social Capital Resources, 
Moderated by Gender  
 
Variable B SE p-value 95% LCL 95% UCL 
   Health HC   
Constant   1.08 .26 <.001    .58  1.59 
WD-NL -1.29 .26 <.001 -1.79  -.79 
WD-WL -3.02 .25 <.001 -3.50 -2.54 
Gender   -.33 .10   .001  -.52  -.14 
WD-NL x Gender    .14 .33 .66  -.51   .79 
WD-WL x Gender   .12 .49 .80 -.83   1.08 
R2    .11     
   Education HC   
Constant  -1.21 .30 <.001  -1.80       -.62 
WD-NL    -.27 .30 .37   -.86  .32 
WD-WL -.99 .29   .001 -1.55  -.42 
Gender   -.12 .11 .28  -.35   .10 
WD-NL x Gender    -.06 .39 .87  -.82   .70 
WD-WL x Gender    .40 .57 .48  -.71 1.51 
R2    .13     
   Work Exp HC   
Constant -4.72 .10 <.001 -4.92  -4.52 
WD-NL   -.18 .10  .08  -.38    .02 
WD-WL    .02 .10  .83  -.17    .21 
Gender  -.14 .04 <.001 -.22   -.06 
WD-NL x Gender   .43 .13  .001  .17    .69 
WD-WL x Gender  -.43 .19 .03 -.81  -.05 
R2   .75     
   SC Resources   
Constant  .60 .17 <.001    .28   .93 
WD-NL -.40 .17  .02   -.73  -.08 
WD-WL -1.40 .16 <.001 -1.71 -1.09 
Gender .00 .06 .96  -.13   .12 
WD-NL x Gender  .04 .21 .87  -.38   .46 
WD-WL x Gender  .29 .31 .36  -.33   .90 
R2  .07     
 
Note. Sample sizes ranged from n=2,139 to n=2,835.  Models controlled for region of residence, 
age, total hours usually worked per week, class of worker, has more than one job, and extended 
mass layoffs by industry.  HC=Human capital resources; LCL=Lower confidence limit; 
NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence 
limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with 
disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
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Table 13 
Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
Annual Compensation, Moderated by Gender 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male  -.18 .07  -.34  -.07 
          Female   -.04 .04  -.13   .04 
Education     
          Male -.12 .14 -.37 .17 
          Female -.15 .11 -.35 .06 
Work Exp      
          Male  -.09 .05 -.20   .00 
          Female  .11 .04  .04   .21 
SC Resources     
          Male  .03 .03 -.02 .11 
          Female  .01 .03 -.03 .07 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health  .14  .08   .00  .32 
Education  -.03  .17  -.36  .31 
Work Expa  .20 .07   .09  .36 
SC Resources -.02 .04 -.10 .05 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male  -.42 .14  -.74  -.17 
          Female   -.10 .11  -.31   .11 
Education     
          Male -.52 .17 -.84 -.19 
          Female -.35 .17 -.69  .00 
Work Exp      
          Male  .12 .10 -.06  .33 
          Female -.08 .07 -.22  .04 
SC Resources     
          Male  .09 .10 -.09 .29 
          Female .02 .08 -.12 .21 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health  .32 .18 .00  .69 
Education  .17 .24 -.28  .67 
Work Exp -.21 .12 -.45        .02 
SC Resources -.07 .13 -.32 .18 
 
Note.  N=2,139.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects.  
The model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, has more 
than one job, and class of worker. Significant specific indirect effects appear in bold.  
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LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard 
error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work 
limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work 
experience. 
aMagnitude of the specific indirect effects was significantly different between men and women. 
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Table 14 
Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
Employment Status, Moderated by Gender 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male   -.94 .63  -1.83  .39 
          Female   -.12 .38  -.69  .57 
Education     
          Male  -.11 .13 -.47  .08 
          Female  .69 .45 -.02  1.84 
Work Exp      
          Male  -.18 .11 -.65  -.06 
          Female  -.45 .26 -1.10  .01 
SC Resources     
          Male  .00 .07 -.14   .16 
          Female  -.05 .19 -.66   .03 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health  .82 .82 -.85  1.98 
Educationa  .80 .46  .05  1.91 
Work Exp  -.27 .27 -.95  .15 
SC Resources  -.05 .20 -.70  .10 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male   -2.29 1.47  -3.90  1.14 
          Female   -.29 .88  -1.66  1.36 
Education     
          Male -.56 .21 -1.26  -.26 
          Female 1.14 .72 -.03  2.94 
Work Exp      
          Male .04 .17 -.22  .52 
          Female .52 .35 -.03  1.40 
SC Resources     
          Male  -.01 .24 -.46   .51 
          Female  -.15 .51 -1.74  .11 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health 2.00 1.93 -2.13  4.32 
Educationa 1.70 .73 .46  3.60 
Work Exp    .48 .38 -.10  1.43 
SC Resources  -.14 .55 -1.64  .34 
 
Note. N=2,553.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
The model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, class of 
worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  Significant indirect 
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effects appear in bold.  LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social 
capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities 
who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; 
Work Exp=Work experience. 
aMagnitude of the specific indirect effects was significantly different between men and women. 




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
Workplace Harassment, Moderated by Gender 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male   .25 .10  .09  .47 
          Female   .16 .08  .02  .33 
Education     
          Male   .04 .04  .00  .14 
          Female  -.04 .03 -.11  .00 
Work Exp      
          Male  -.02 .03  -.10  .04 
          Female   .01 .03  -.05  .08 
SC Resources     
          Male  -.01 .05  -.11  .09 
          Female  .04 .05  -.02  .13 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health  -.09 .12 -.33  .14 
Educationa -.08 .05 -.20  -.02 
Work Exp  .03 .05 -.06  .13 
SC Resources  .05 .06 -.07  .18 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male   .61 .21  .24  1.05 
          Female   .39 .19  .03  .78 
Education     
          Male  .14 .07  .02  .31 
          Female  -.06 .04 -.17  .00 
Work Exp      
          Male -.12 .06 -.26  -.03 
          Female  .02 .05 -.08  .12 
SC Resources     
          Male  -.02 .14  -.31  .25 
          Female  .13 .12  -.10  .36 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health -.22 .28 -.77   .31 
Educationa -.20 .08 -.39  -.06 
Work Exp  .13 .08 -.01   .30 
SC Resources  .14 .18 -.21   .50 
 
Note. N=2,835.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
Significant indirect effects appear in bold.  LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled 
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workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-
NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities 
who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
aMagnitude of the specific indirect effects was significantly different between men and women. 
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Table 16 
Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
Job Insecurity, Moderated by Gender 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male  .08 .03 .04 .15 
          Female  .04 .02 .01 .09 
Education     
          Male  .01 .01  -.01 .03 
          Female  .01 .01 -.01 .02 
Work Exp      
          Male    .01 .01   .00  .03 
          Female   -.01 .01  -.03  .00 
SC Resources     
          Male   .02 .01  .00  .06 
          Female   .04 .02  .01  .08 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health -.04 .03 -.11  .02 
Education  .00 .01 -.02  .02 
Work Exp -.02 .01 -.04  .00 
SC Resources  .02 .02 -.03  .06 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          Male  .20 .06 .10 .33 
          Female  .10 .04 .03 .19 
Education     
          Male  .03 .01  .00 .06 
          Female  .01 .01 -.01 .03 
Work Exp      
          Male   .00 .01  -.03  .01 
          Female   .01 .01   .00  .04 
SC Resources     
          Male   .08 .04 .01  .16 
          Female   .11 .04 .05  .20 
Index of Moderated Mediation 
Health -.10 .07 -.24  .03 
Education -.02 .02 -.06  .01 
Work Exp  .01 .01 -.01  .05 
SC Resources  .03 .05 -.08  .13 
 
Note. N=2,549.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
The model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, class of 
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worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  LCL=Lower confidence 
limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper 
confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-
WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
 
  




The Relationship between Disability Status and Human C pital and Social Capital Resources, 
Moderated by Race/ethnicity 
 
Variable B SE p-value 95% LCL 95% UCL 
   Health HC   
Constant  1.03 .25 <.001    .55  1.51 
WD-NL -1.21 .18 <.001 -1.56   -.87 
WD-WL -3.05 .24 <.001 -3.53 -2.57 
Black  -.68 .13 <.001   -.92   -.43 
Hispanic -.45 .15  .003 -.74 -.16 
WD-NL x Black  -.02 .45 .97   -.89    .86 
WD-WL x Black  -.47 .79 .55 -2.01    1.08 
WD-NL x Hispanic -.03 .47 .94 -.96   .89 
WD-WL x Hispanic .43 .89 .64 -1.33 2.18 
R2   .12     
   Education HC   
Constant  -.90 .28 .002  -1.46      -.35 
WD-NL   -.32 .20 .12   -.72 .08 
WD-WL -1.07 .28 <.001 -1.62 -.52 
Black  -1.21 .15 <.001 -1.50 -.93 
Hispanic -.72 .17 <.001 -1.06 -.39 
WD-NL x Black -.18 .52 .74  -1.19  .84 
WD-WL x Black  -.36 .91 .69  -2.15      1.43 
WD-NL x Hispanic .13 .55 .81 -.93      1.20 
WD-WL x Hispanic  .97 1.03 .35 -1.06 3.00 
R2   .16     
   Work Exp HC   
Constant -4.82 .10 <.001 -5.01 -4.62 
WD-NL   .03 .07  .63  -.10   .17 
WD-WL   .03 .10  .79  -.17   .22 
Black -.06 .05 .24 -.16   .04 
Hispanic .00 .06 .99 -.12 .12 
WD-NL x Black -.06 .18 .73 -.41   .29 
WD-WL x Black .22 .32 .50 -.41   .84 
WD-NL x Hispanic  .27 .19 .16 -.10  .64 
WD-WL x Hispanic -.75 .36 .04 -1.45 -.04 
R2  .74     
   SC Resources   
Constant  .67 .16 <.001    .36   .99 
WD-NL -.40 .11 <.001   -.62  -.18 
WD-WL -1.42 .16 <.001 -1.73 -1.11 
Black -.15 .08  .07  -.31  .01 
Hispanic -.21 .10 .03 -.40 -.02 
WD-NL x Black  .24 .29          .41  -.33   .81 
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WD-WL x Black -.54 .51          .29  -1.54   .47 
WD-NL x Hispanic .16 .31 .61 -.44   .76 
WD-WL x Hispanic .80 .58 .17 -.34 1.93 
R2 .07     
 
Note. N=2,139.  Models controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per 
week, class of worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  
LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard 
error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work 
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Table 19 
Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Annual Compensation, Moderated by 
Race/ethnicity 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White   -.11 .04  -.19  -.04 
          Black   -.17 .10 -.42  -.03 
          Hispanic -.14 .12 -.48   .02 
Education     
          White  -.14 .09 -.31  .04 
          Black -.18 .16 -.50  .13 
          Hispanic -.08 .22 -.51 .36 
Work Exp      
          White  .03 .04 -.05  .11 
          Black  .01 .10 -.17  .24 
          Hispanic .15 .11 -.02 .43 
SC Resources     
          White   .03 .03 -.02  .10 
          Black  -.02 .04  -.15  .02 
          Hispanic   .01 .05 -.05 .22 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health -.06 .10 -.32  .10 
Education  -.06 .19 -.43  .30 
Work Exp  -.03 .11 -.23  .19 
SC Resources  -.06 .05 -.18  .01 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health -.03 .13 -.38 .15 
Education .06 .24 -.41 .52 
Work Exp .14 .11 -.05 .41 
SC Resources -.01 .06 -.10 .15 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White  -.27 .09 -.47  -.10 
          Black  -.48 .23 -1.02  -.10 
          Hispanic  -.30 .23 -.87   .08 
Education     
          White -.49 .12 -.73  -.26 
          Black -.55 .43 -1.22  .45 
          Hispanic -.08 .48 -1.01  .97 
Work Exp      
          White .04 .07 -.08  .17 
          Black .13 .28 -.39  .75 
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          Hispanic -.34 .17 -.75 -.09 
SC Resources     
          White  .07 .07  -.06   .22 
          Black  -.21 .19   -.77   .04 
          Hispanic  .03 .13  -.13   .46 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health -.22 .25 -.77   .22 
Education -.10 .44 -.83   .90 
Work Exp  .13 .29 -.39   .78 
SC Resourcesa  -.32 .20 -.86   -.03 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health -.03 .25 -.63 .39 
Education .42 .50 -.54 1.51 
Work Expa -.38 .18 -.81 -.10 
SC Resources -.05 .15 -.29 .32 
 
Note. N=2,139.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
The model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, has more 
than one job, class of worker, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  LCL=Lower confidence 
limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper 
confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-
WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
aMagnitude of the specific indirect effects was significantly different between Whites and 
racial/ethnic minorities. 
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Employment Status, Moderated by Race/ethnicity 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White   -.76 .26      -1.17  -.05 
          Black   -1.44 .82 -4.20  -.21 
          Hispanic -.16 .14 -.61  -.01 
Education     
          White  -.14 .11      -.44  .00 
          Black   .77 .87 -.23  3.07 
          Hispanic -.04 .07 -.30 .03 
Work Exp      
          White  .04 .05 -.03  .17 
          Black -.10 .28 -.98  .25 
          Hispanic .06 .11 -.05 .53 
SC Resources     
          White  -.04 .05  -.19  .02 
          Black  .30 .42  -.05   2.19 
          Hispanic .03 .06 -.03 .23 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health -.68 .97 -3.12  .82 
Education .91 .86 -.09  3.25 
Work Exp -.13 .28 -.98  .23 
SC Resources .34 .42 -.02  2.21 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health .60 .31 -.24 1.04 
Education -.16 .30 -.95 .28 
Work Exp .08 .12 -.07 .46 
SC Resources -.03 .20 -.63 .17 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White  -1.73 .91  -2.66    .06 
          Black  -4.59 2.19  -10.05  -.76 
          Hispanic -.38 .27 -1.17  -.02 
Education     
          White  -.41 .24  -.83  .00 
          Black 1.63 1.68 -.37  5.90 
          Hispanic -.08 .14 -.56 .06 
Work Exp      
          White  -.06 .08 -.31  .04 
          Black  .11 .53 -.72  1.46 
          Hispanic -.12 .19 -.80 .11 
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SC Resources     
          White -.11 .14  -.49  .07 
          Black 2.29 1.54  .00   6.19 
          Hispanic .09 .14 -.08 .50 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health -2.86 2.52 -7.60  1.62 
Educationa 2.05 1.65 .10    6.32 
Work Exp .17 .53 -.74    1.45 
SC Resourcesa 2.40 1.51 .17    6.27 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health 1.44 .68 -.54 2.33 
Education -.43 .76 -1.99 .73 
Work Exp -.16 .21 -.78 .11 
SC Resources -.11 .59 -1.81 .53 
 
Note. N=2,553.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
The model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, class of 
worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  Significant indirect 
effects appear in bold.  LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social 
capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities 
who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; 
Work Exp=Work experience. 
aMagnitude of the specific indirect effects was significantly different between Whites and 
racial/ethnic minorities. 
  




Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Workplace Harassment, Moderated by 
Race/ethnicity 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White   .18 .07    .07  .33 
          Black   .01 .13  -.24  .30 
          Hispanic .31 .19   .03 .82 
Education     
          White  .00 .02 -.04  .03 
          Black  -.02 .05 -.21  .04 
          Hispanic .01 .05 -.05 .18 
Work Exp      
          White  -.02 .02 -.07  .01 
          Black .04 .09 -.13  .25 
          Hispanic -.08 .11 -.46 .03 
SC Resources     
          White  .02 .03  -.04  .10 
          Black  .04 .06  -.04  .21 
          Hispanic .00 .08 -.15 .20 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health  -.23 .15 -.51  .08 
Education  -.02 .05 -.19  .05 
Work Exp  .06 .09 -.11  .28 
SC Resources  .04 .07 -.07  .22 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health .12 .20 -.18 .63 
Education .01 .06 -.07 .16 
Work Exp -.06 .12 -.43 .06 
SC Resources -.02 .09 -.19 .17 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White  .45 .15   .15  .76 
          Black  ..03 .34  -.63  .72 
          Hispanic .66 .38  .05 1.51 
Education     
          White .00 .04 -.07  .07 
          Black -.02 .07 -.25  .05 
          Hispanic .04 .15 -.14 .50 
Work Exp      
          White -.04 .04 -.13  .02 
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          Black .06 .16 -.23  .42 
          Hispanic -.08 .12 -.48 .05 
SC Resources     
          White  .07 .10  -.12  .27 
          Black  .39 .24   .01  .95 
          Hispanic .01 .17 -.32 .40 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health -.54 .37 -1.25  .21 
Education -.04 .08 -.26  .08 
Work Exp  .12 .16 -.18  .48 
SC Resources  .40 .25 -.02  .99 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health .22 .41 -.47 1.11 
Education .04 .15 -.17 .46 
Work Exp -.04 .13 -.42 .12 
SC Resources -.07 .19 -.44 .33 
 
Note. N=2,835.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
Significant indirect effects appear in bold.  LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled 
workers; SC=Social capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-
NL=Workers with disabilities who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities 
who have work limitations; Work Exp=Work experience. 
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Table 22 
Bootstrapping Tests of the Mediated Effects of Human C pital and Social Capital Resources on 
the Relationship between Disability Status and Job Insecurity, Moderated by Race/ethnicity 
 
Variable M SE 95% LCL 95% UCL 
 WD-NL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White   .06 .02  .03  .10 
          Black  .04 .04  -.01  .14 
          Hispanic .07 .05 .00 .19 
Education     
          White  .01 .00  .00  .02 
          Black  .00 .01 -.02  .03 
          Hispanic .00 .02 -.06 .01 
Work Exp      
          White  .00 .00 -.01  .00 
          Black -.01 .02 -.04  .02 
          Hispanic -.01 .02 -.07 .01 
SC Resources     
          White  .03 .01  .01  .06 
          Black  ..01 .02  -.01  .07 
          Hispanic .02 .03 -.01 .11 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health  -.02 .04 -.08  .08 
Education .00 .01 -.03  .02 
Work Exp -.01 .02 -.04  .02 
SC Resources -.02 .02 -.06  .03 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health .01 .05 -.06 .13 
Education -.01 .02 -.06 .01 
Work Exp -.01 .02 -.07 .01 
SC Resources -.01 .03 -.06 .07 
 WD-WL vs. NDW  
Health     
          White  .13 .04  .07  .20 
          Black  .13 .10  -.03  .36 
          Hispanic .16 .10 -.01 .38 
Education     
          White  .01 .01  .00  .04 
          Black .00 .02 -.06  .06 
          Hispanic -.01 .03 -.12 .02 
Work Exp      
          White  .00 .01  -.01  .02 
          Black  .00 .03 -.06  .06 
          Hispanic .03 .03 -.01 .10 
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SC Resources     
          White  .10 .03   .05  .16 
          Black  .09 .07  -.01  .28 
          Hispanic .07 .07 -.02 .25 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Blacks vs. Whites) 
Health   -.01 .10 -.19  .22 
Education -.01 .03 -.06  .04 
Work Exp  .00 .03 -.07  .05 
SC Resources -.01 .08 -.13  .18 
Index of Moderated Mediation (Hispanics vs. Whites) 
Health .03 .11 -.16 .26 
Education -.02 .03 -.12 .02 
Work Exp .03 .03 -.02 .10 
SC Resources -.03 .07 -.14 .15 
 
Note. N=2,549.  Process Model 58 was used to perform the test of conditional i direct effects. 
Model controlled for region of residence, age, total hours usually worked per week, class of 
worker, has more than one job, and extended mass layoffs by industry.  Significant indirect 
effects appear in bold.  LCL=Lower confidence limit; NDW=Non-disabled workers; SC=Social 
capital; SE=Standard error; UCL=Upper confidence limit; WD-NL=Workers with disabilities 
who have no work limitations; WD-WL=Workers with disabilities who have work limitations; 
Work Exp=Work experience. 
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